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Risk management education: Assessment of attitudes and perceptions of Iowa farmers 
Scott Reed Mickelsen 
Major Professor: Larry D. Trede 
Iowa State University 
The purpose of this study was to examine the preferences of agriculture producers 
regarding the content and delivery of risk management education using Kolb's learning 
modes as a set of descriptors. Further, this study sought to analyze producers' attitudes 
about and perceptions of risk and risk management education and develop an educational 
model based on these preferences and perceptions. 
This study was conducted using a descriptive survey design. A six-part 
questionnaire was developed and sent to members of the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. 
Collection of the data via purposive sampling was done using three techniques. The first 
was a random sample of all Iowa Farm Bureau Federation members. The membership list 
was stratified by county and a random sample drawn from each county in Iowa. The second 
and third parts of the purposive sampling was administered at two different conferences 
sponsored by the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. The respondents were asked to indicate 
which sources of risk were most important to them as agricultural producers. Furthermore, 
respondents indicated their level of agreement with and use of perceptions and actions 
regarding risk management statements and tools. Further, the respondents were asked to 
indicate which ways they would be interested in learning about risk management strategies 
using Kolb's learning modes as the set of descriptors. 
The major findings of this study indicate that the respondents rated market/price risk 
as a major concern. Size of farming operation seems to influence what and how producers 
want to learn about risk management strategies and tools. Most agricultural producers want 
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to learn information by thinking and analyzing (abstract conceptualization), and by learning 
* 
by doing and experimenting (active experimentation). 
Recommendations were made to continue researching the areas of risk 
management so that barriers may be identified and quality educational programs may be put 
in place. Also, a model was designed to aid in the development of risk management 
education for agricultural producers. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Production agriculture is a high-risk occupation. Agricultural producers face 
numerous decisions daily that affect the financial stability and well being of their farming 
enterprise. The outcomes of these decisions may be unknown for several months and may 
be better or worse than expected. Concurrently, production agriculture faces many big 
challenges. Market uncertainty coupled with the volatile interest rates and commodity prices 
provide time demanding challenges for agricultural producers. At the same time, an aging 
population of agricultural producers causes us to pose such questions as: 1) Who will take 
over the agricultural production sector? and 2) How will the transition take place? 
Agricultural educators can assist in answering these questions and help shape the future of 
agriculture through quality educational programming. Such programs may assist agricultural 
producers in making sound business decisions given the risky nature of production 
agriculture. 
Uncertainty is evident in production agriculture. Uncertainty refers to a situation in 
which one does not fully realize the outcome once the decision has been made. 
Furthermore, uncertainty is having a feeling of unsureness about those factors affecting the 
productivity and financial outcome of production agriculture. Nelson (1997) states, 
"uncertainty refers to situations that may have many possible outcomes regardless of their 
desirability." Factors such as weather, crop, and livestock diseases; insect infestations; 
adoption of new and innovative technologies; fluctuating prices; and local, state, and federal 
governmental policies all affect the riskiness of production agriculture. Therefore, a need 
exists for new and innovative life-long learning educational programs in risk management for 
agricultural producers. Klair (1998) has concluded that educational programming in risk 
management should be a high priority to help producers assess and plan for their future. 
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"Risk management [education]", as defined by Edwards, (private communication, 
November 4, 1999), "is [intended] to help farm families adopt production, marketing, and 
business practices that will allow them to carry a degree of risk consistent with their financial 
resources and personal preferences." Risk cannot be eliminated but through good 
management practices it can be reduced so that a producer can still capture some profit or 
minimize loss within each enterprise associated with the business. Good management is a 
tool that may be utilized to assist the producer to become more aware of his/her 
surroundings and help the producer administer better business decisions. 
Current educational programs in risk management involve teaching agricultural 
producers about the major sources of production agriculture risks and how to manage those 
risks. Traditional educational methods have been widely utilized in the delivery of those 
programs. These traditional educational methods, with farmers being the primary focus, 
include lectures, news releases, extension bulletins, popular press publications, and radio 
spots. 
Helping agricultural producers understand and respond to the risks inherent in their 
production operations should be a high priority for educators. This includes the identification 
of major sources of risk and budgeting techniques, including breakeven and sensitivity 
analysis (Nelson, 1999). Additionally, the human, legal, and institutional risks should be 
considered. According to the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Team (1998), the 
challenge in risk management education is to implement innovative, real-life programs that 
will help producers manage risk through improved assessment of the sources of risk and the 
effective application of the management tools available. Nelson (1997) stresses the need 
for research and practice on how to effectively teach risk management to agricultural 
producers. 
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With the advent of new and innovative educational technologies, there becomes a 
need to develop instructional strategies for risk management education. Nelson (1997) 
coincides that educational programming should be a high priority and incorporate active and 
passive learning in formal and informal educational settings to meet the needs of a diverse 
audience. Pena, Klinefelter, and Warmann (1999) state that producers will have to involve 
themselves in intensive educational programming to gain the essential farm/ranch business 
skills to stay current and be successful. 
Statement of the Problem 
Adults bring an abundance of real life experiences with them to an educational 
setting. These experiences may help them to leam from and build on for the future. 
Additionally, the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams (1998) concluded that most 
adults prefer to leam from peers (farmers leam best from farmers), community groups, 
and/or short and clear publications. 
Because the future [of agriculture] is so unpredictable, risk cannot be eliminated, 
even if this were desired; however, learning to manage risk will enhance the profitability of 
the agriculture operations (Nelson, 1997). Nelson (1997) further stresses that the 
development and evaluation of new educational methods and materials should be pursued 
as a high priority so that educators can teach effectively and producers can leam the 
information provided and apply it. 
Educators, professionals, researchers, and others need to combine efforts to 
develop and provide an educational model from which educators can teach and producers 
can leam. The model needs to include real-life, cutting-edge technology that utilizes 
educational tools related to risk management that enhance producers' agricultural 
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operations. Producer input into the components will greatly enhance the quality and 
meaning of a risk management educational program. 
Purpose/Objectives 
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the preferences of producers 
regarding the content and delivery of risk management education using Kolb's learning 
modes as a set of descriptors. Secondary purposes were to analyze producers' attitudes 
and perceptions toward risk and risk management education, and to develop an educational 
model based on these preferences and perceptions. 
The specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine producers' perceptions and attitudes toward risk and its 
importance in different risk management strategies. 
2. To identify producers' preferred learning modes for different sources of risk 
and risk management strategies to minimize those risks. 
3. To analyze their attitudes and perceptions regarding risk and risk 
management by selected demographic characteristics of the producers. 
4. To develop an educational model for the planning and delivery of risk 
management education to Iowa farmers. 
Methods 
The population was selected from the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. Due to the 
time and financial constraints of the study, a random survey of all Iowa farmers was not 
feasible. Instead, a purposive sample was used. Sample elements were provided through 
the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. Agricultural producers from all crop reporting districts of 
Iowa, all age and experience levels, were included in the purposive sample. 
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Definition of Terms 
Adult Education - The National Institute of Adult Education (1970) defined adult education 
as "any kind of education for people who are old enough to work, wote, fight and 
marry and who have completed the cycle of continuous education-" 
Educational Delivery — A means by which educational materials, publications, and 
information may be presented to agricultural producers. 
Educational Model — An interactive delivery system that can be used by educational 
providers to benefit farmers. 
Financial Risk - Results from how a producer obtains capital and how it is financed (Boehlje 
& Trede, 1977). 
Government Safety Nets — The government subsidy programs that have traditionally helped 
agriculture producers financially in the past in the United States. 
Human Risk - Disruptive changes that come from such events as death, «divorce, injury, and 
poor health (Boehlje & Trede, 1977). 
Institutional Risk — Results from changes in policies and regulations that affect agriculture 
(Boehlje & Trede, 1977). 
Learning Mode - The method of learning in any educational setting. 
Market Risk - Risks that are associated with changes in the price of outputs and inputs that 
may occur after the commitment to a production cycle (Boehlje & "Trede, 1977). 
Production Risk - Uncontrollable events that are often related to weather, temperatures, 
hail, insects, and diseases (Boehlje & Trede, 1977). 
Risk — Refers to the chance of adverse outcomes occurring with an action: (Nelson, 1997). 
Uncertainty — Refers to a situation where the consequences include a number of possible 
outcomes, irrespective of their desirability (Nelson, 1997). 
Risk Management — To help farm families adopt production, marketing, and business 
practices that will allow them to carry a degree of risk consistent writh their financial 
resources and personal preferences (Edwards, private communication, November 4, 
1999). 
Risk Management Education — The means and ability to provide life-long I earning to 
agriculture producers that instill with them the necessary management tools to 
survive this day and age in agriculture. 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
The literature review for this study focuses on three key areas: relevant literature in 
adult learning and learning theory, relevant literature in risk management in agriculture, and 
lastly, relevant literature in risk management education. The review of literature in adult 
learning and learning theory focuses on the importance of adult education, the key 
characteristics that make adults unique in the educational process and Kolb's learning 
theory as it applies to adult education. The section on risk management identifies the major 
sources of risk in production agriculture, the factors that contribute to those risks, and lastly, 
the priority strategies and techniques to management those risks. The last section in the 
literature review provides an overview of current risk management educational programs 
with an emphasis on content and delivery methods. 
Adult Learning and Learning Theory 
Why adult education is important 
To our ancestors, learning was a part of survival and development. Adult education 
has been around since the beginning of mankind (Moore & Waldron, 1981). Adults have 
learned to survive and pass knowledge from generation to generation. In recent years 
Gordon and Souza (1980) have stressed the need for lifelong learning opportunities 
because of the knowledge explosion. This knowledge explosion has created a demand for 
people to know more and more about their surroundings at home and on the job. Moore 
and Waldron (1981) have stated that adult education is emerging into a new frontier. Adults, 
after completing their formal education, want to continue to learn skills that will further them 
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in their respective fields. Thus, Gardner (1968), considers continuing education an integral 
part of the life-long learning process and that there will always be a need for it 
What makes adult education unique? 
Teaching adults can be a challenge for any educator (Draves, 1984). Adult 
educators are challenged by the diverse backgrounds that adults bring to any educational 
setting. Adults have differences in motivations, goals, experiences, as well as differences in 
social, educational, and employment backgrounds (Haverkamp, 1983). These experiences 
give them a better sense of direction and a unique outlook on life and education (Slotnick, 
Pelton, Fuller, & Tabor, 1993). When adults find themselves in situations that call for 
adaptation, that is when adult education can or may begin. Smith and Haverkamp (1997) 
conclude that adult learning includes acquiring the knowledge and skills that are essential 
for learning in any particular situation. 
Experts agree that adults bring to the learning environment needs that are 
completely different then needs of children. They also possess a unique understanding of 
life and the responsibilities associated with it. It is these needs that serve as the central 
theme of adult learning theory (Apps, 1988). Knowles (1970) lists four features that 
distinguish adults from children in learning: 1) self-directness, 2) a rich experience base, 3) 
the need to address real life problems, and 4) the need to apply learning immediately. A 
logical means in contributing towards these four assumptions is the use of a collaborative 
teaching model that involves the learners as partners (Knowles, 1980). He stresses the 
importance of addressing adults differently than children in educational settings. His model 
assumed that the adult learning environment draws upon many resources other than the 
teacher. These resources include peers, members of the community, materials, and media 
resources. 
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The premises of adult education 
While the Knowles model is comprehensive, most adult educators would agree that 
not one model fits all situations since the adult learning environment must accommodate 
many different conditions. Communication between adult learners and educators is a must 
in understanding agriculture producers needs and establishing a quality program. 
Schroeder (1980) summarized adult education as a developmental process used to 
link various agent and client systems for the purpose of establishing directions and 
procedures for adult learning programs. In his view, adult educators should be concerned 
with needs, objectives, learner experiences, teaching strategies, and evaluation. Boone 
(1985) also concluded that in order to effectively design programs, a better understanding of 
program planning and needs of adult learners must be understood. 
Several educators have argued that teaching and research in agricultural education 
must be integrated for the educational process to be successful. Coble and Bamett (1999) 
stress the importance of a continual and respectful dialogue between researchers and 
educators working with lay audiences. Likewise, they have indicated that researchers need 
feedback from producers to help identify and solve problems. In agricultural risk 
management education, Coble and Bamett (1999) state that the educational process should 
include quality research that is quickly and effectively conveyed to educators and then 
disseminated to producers. 
Kolb's learning theory 
Kolb (1984) identifies three main stages of development throughout one's life. Each 
of these stages constitutes a need for education to be taught and learned using different 
techniques. The second (specialization) and third (integration) stages focus on adults while 
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the first stage deals with the early development of an individual's life from infancy to about 
15 years of age. 
The second stage is one of specialization (about ages 16 to 40), in which the 
environment and one's own learning preference moves an individual to greater 
specialization. People choose a vocation, a place to live, a field of study, and their lives 
begin to be shaped. They rely more on a particular learning style and become more skilled 
in grasping and transferring experience. In this stage, people move to specialization as a 
way of coping with the complex world. They develop competence in a particular learning 
mode and thereby gain some degree of mastery and security. Mastery may come at the 
price of personal fulfillment, because by specializing in one mode, a person may not develop 
skills in others. For risk management educators, this stage focuses largely upon the needs 
of younger and beginning farmers. Risk management programs may be designed to help 
identify and minimize risks associated with farming in the first few years. 
The third stage of development is called integration (about age 40 and beyond) 
which is a period characterized by conflict between the need for specialized competence 
and the need for personal fulfillment As part of the major shift that adults typically 
experience around mid-life, people feel a need to come to terms with their lives as they have 
experienced them thus far and to bring into development parts of themselves that have been 
relatively dormant (or suppressed) until then (Claxton & Murrell, 1987). Individuals 
frequently rely upon more than one learning mode. For risk management educators, 
programs should address more advanced issues such as advanced marketing techniques. 
The model proposed by Kolb (1984) builds upon the works of Lewin (1951), Dewey 
(1938), and Piaget (1971) as is shown in figure 1. The model describes learning as a series 
of interactions among four learning modes (concrete experience, reflective observation, 
abstract conceptualization, and active experimentation). As shown in figure one, the four 
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quadrants of the model visualize the process whereby knowledge is transformed through 
experiences. Kolb hypothesizes that knowledge is from the "combination of grasping 
experience and transforming it" (Kolb, 1984, p. 41). Knowledge is either transformed 
through intention or extension and then grasped either by comprehension or apprehension. 
For concrete experience, the new knowledge is introduced through new experiences. For 
reflective observation, the knowledge is gained through watching/listening. For abstract 
conceptualization, the learner creates concepts and then forms them into generalizations. 
These concepts and generalizations are then used to make decisions, solve problems, and 
application in the active experimentation mode (Andreasen, 1998). 
Concrete 
Experience 
Grasping via 
Apprehension 
Divergent Accommodative 
Reflective 
Observation 
Active 
Experimentation 
Transformation 
via Extension 
Transformation 
via Intention 
Assimilative Convergent 
Grasping via 
Comprehension 
Abstract 
Conceptualization 
Figure 1. The Kolb model of experiential learning (Kolb, 1984) 
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Kolb (1984) proposes four distinct learning modes that represent each of the 
quadrants in the model during the specialization and integration stages. As defined by 
Andersen and Adams (1992) some examples of teaching activities for each learning mode 
are as follows: 
1. Concrete experience is learning by feeling/hunches/intuition or specific 
experiences. Teaching activities that support this type of mode are fieldwork, 
laboratory exercises, and observations. 
2. Reflective observation is learning by observing/watching/listening to others. 
Teaching activities that support this mode would include discussions, 
brainstorming, and thought provoking questions. 
3. Abstract conceptualization is learning by thinking/analyzing/using logic to solve 
problems. Teaching methods that support this type of mode include lectures, 
projects, and papers. 
4. Active experimentation is learning by doing and experimenting on my own. 
Teaching activities that support this learning mode include projects, case 
studies, and simulations. 
Risk Management in Production Agriculture 
Risks in agriculture 
Edwards and Kay (1994, p. 251) list three main sources of risk that should concern 
producers. They are: 1) production risks, which encompasses diversification, production 
capacity, custom farming, and share leases; 2) market risks, which are sales, hedging, 
options, and government programs; and 3) financial risks, which are interest rates, loans, 
available credit, and net worth. Furthermore, Boehlje and Trede (1977) indicate two 
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additional risks that are equally important to manage. They are: 4) Institutional risks which 
result from changing rules and/or regulations affecting the agricultural producers; and 5) 
human or personal risks, which are disruptive occurrences resulting from death, injury, 
divorce, or similar events. 
These sources of risk and the outcomes associated with them are inherent in all 
stages of farming from beginning farmers to well-established farmers. As agriculture 
changes (i.e. globalization, volatile markets, etc.), producers need to understand and 
manage these risks to protect their investments. 
For market risks, the use of forward contracts, hedges, and government programs 
can help sustain profit margins. Recently, managing government programs has become 
increasingly important because government payments have become an increasing 
proportion of farm income and can be the difference between profit and loss. 
Human risk, also, has become increasingly important As more farmers become 
older and reach retirement, more beginning and younger farmers will be needed to replace 
them. Risk management plans can help make this transition occur more smoothly. 
Production risk is also becoming increasingly important As more varieties of seed, 
different combinations of herbicides and pesticides and vaccination programs for livestock 
are being developed, producers need to be aware of the latest advancements and 
technologies that can help them in production. 
Financial risk is becoming important to manage with smaller locally-owned banks 
merging and being acquired by bigger banks. The volatility of interest rates on borrowed 
capital and operating loans may cause cash flow problems for the business. Producers 
need to manage their business to help increase equity and net worth so that the operation 
shows growth and potential. 
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Factors contributing to risks in production agriculture 
Severs, Waller, Amosson, and McCorkle (1999) point out that the downsizing of 
government aid or possible elimination of farm programs and the increased volatility in the 
markets, producers have the right and the obligation to determine their own financial 
security. Now more than ever, they will need to seek the advice of qualified individuals to 
help them analyze and synthesize the financial outcomes of business decisions. Agricultural 
educators can develop and deliver educational programs to assist producers to minimize 
these downside risks. 
At the same time, producers will be forced to learn and develop more sophisticated 
management skills. According to Klair (1998), in 1990, 40% of the farmers were making a 
profit while the remaining 60% were simply living a lifestyle. In 1998, 20 % were making a 
profit and 80% living a lifestyle. These changes have implications to the survival of farmers. 
Previously, one bad year financially might be made up in 3 to 5 years, but now with high 
input costs and low investment returns, one bad year could take 5 to 10 years for farmers to 
recover, according to Klair (1998). This allows farmers to focus more time and management 
on the inherent risks in farming. 
Agriculture in the United States is more globally trade-oriented and more sensitive to 
international events beyond its borders. "International marketing" is a new concept for 
farmers with the development of "global" markets causing additional confusion and risk. 
Given these conditions, Harris, Benson and Rosson (1998) conclude that farmers, 
educators, and researchers need a clear understanding of these international factors and 
their impact upon risk and risk management. 
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Priority areas of managing risks 
Alternative risk management tools need to be developed that don't just focus on 
traditional risk management concepts. Educators, consultants, producers, and other 
professionals need to explore all options of risk and broaden their perceptions towards risk 
and how to manage it. Producers need to recognize the tools that help them measure and 
evaluate alternative risk management strategies, but they also need assistance with 
decisions relative to scale of operation, leasing arrangements, and technological changes 
according to the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams (1998). 
Pena et al. (1999) state that most farmers and ranchers prefer to concentrate on 
production related skills and leave the financial skills to their financial lender or accountant. 
Furthermore, they state that the only true business analysis or planning that some producers 
complete is signing their income tax forms or preparing limited financial information for their 
lender. However, with the rapidly changing agricultural environment, Pena, et al. (1999) 
have concluded that those who will succeed in farming in the future will manage their 
operations with greater emphasis on record keeping, planning, profitability analysis, and 
repayment based upon sound production and business monitoring and controls. 
Risk Management Education 
Educational programs and delivery 
Examples of extensive and comprehensive risk management education programs 
are somewhat limited. The literature search revealed only one extensive program in the 
United States. The state of Texas initiated a Master Marketing group in 1996 to assist 
producers to develop management strategies to reduce market and price risk. This program 
does not, however, deal with other sources of risk in farming. To develop the program 
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content, extension economists identified focus group participants in Texas and Kansas. The 
focus groups consisted of farmers, ranchers, lenders, and other agri-business 
representatives and were designed to gather input for educational materials on risk 
management (Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams, 1998). 
The results from the focus group research indicated that producers preferred 
meeting segments of one day or less due to time limitations. At the same time, the 
producers recognized that these meeting segments frequently increase awareness but note 
that meaningful education is often difficult in this setting. Additionally, they supported in-
depth educational programs with short and focused publications containing real-life 
examples (Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams, 1998). 
The Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams found that farmers view risk 
management as a very broad concept. It extends beyond crop insurance, futures, options, 
and contractual agreements affecting revenue. They wanted better evaluation of new farm 
technologies and farm programs. They were also interested in the potential of niche 
markets. Several conclusions were made be the Texas and Kansas Risk Management 
Teams. Revenue (price, yield, and input costs) were of the utmost importance to these 
farmers. They also concluded that producers indicated that important risk management 
strategies are debt management, diversification, and forward contract selling. Regarding 
educational delivery, they concluded that producers prefer to receive risk management 
education in management meetings/clubs and by printed publications. 
In a study conducted by Coble, Knight, Patrick and Baquet (2000) they also found 
that price, yield, and input variability were the major risks confronting producers. This 
conclusion supports the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams' findings. This study 
also indicated that agricultural producers wanted to be involved in the planning and delivery 
of risk management education programs. Some additional conclusions of the study that are 
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important to the design of risk management education were that farm magazines are likely 
to work better then the Internet for producers to get information regarding risk management 
Also, phase one educational programs should help producers understand the fundamentals 
of risk management. Once the fundamentals are understood, then more specific programs 
can be implemented. Lastly, the needs of producers from different sizes of operations are 
likely to be different and this alone creates challenges for educators to be creative in 
program design and delivery. 
Major emphasis on risk management educational programs 
Pena et al. (1999) envisioned that producers are going to have to enlist themselves 
in intensive educational programs to gain the confidence in the use of essential farm/ranch 
business management skills, including risk management Many producers have traditionally 
avoided these programs due to the lack of time and availability but now need to get involved 
quickly to stay current. Jose (1998) stated that changes in agriculture pose major risks for 
producers and those changes create an urgency to develop and deliver educational 
materials that will meet the producers' needs. 
Community colleges, high schools, adult education programs, universities, 
agribusiness, extension and others can help deliver the risk management education 
programs to better serve our agricultural producers. Knowles (1980) addressed the 
importance of using collaborative educational models that involve learners, educators, and 
other professionals in the program development process to increase the likelihood that the 
needs of the adults are met and that real-life experiences are included in the development 
process. 
According to Coble and Barnett (1999), researchers, professionals, and educators 
have an interest in attacking the question of how to communicate risk management results 
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more effectively. They stress that willing and educated individuals will need to involve the 
participating parties to get feedback on positive delivery methods and then apply these 
methods in educational programming. 
Nelson (1997) concludes that educational programs should include the concepts 
and procedures for strategic planning as well as the advantages and disadvantages of 
alternative risk management strategies. Producers need to be aware of all the risks 
associated with their decisions so that they may make the best decision. Farmers need real 
life experiences and role-playing techniques within the educational setting so positive 
outcomes can be achieved. 
Professionals, involved with agriculture, who can help producers develop and 
implement strategic management approaches are invaluable. Educators are needed that 
understand risk and that can relate to the specific needs of farmers. Educators need to be 
well equipped with valuable information that can help the farmer survive beyond the next 
few years in this rapidly changing agriculture business (Klair, 1998). 
Summary 
This literature review indicates that most educational research on risk management 
education focuses on the method of delivery (computer, seminars, printed text, publications, 
and others) and not the learning modes of adults enrolled in risk management education. If 
quality educational programs are to be established then educational research on risk 
management education needs to move to the next level. The learning styles of producers, 
along with their demographic characteristics and perceptions towards risk management, 
need to be considered in the developmental process of educational programs. 
With the possibility of farm programs being eliminated, producers can determine their 
fate in the financial world (Severs et al., 1999). They will need to begin to evaluate their 
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operations and decide how to eliminate risks. At the same time, more adults are seeking 
educational opportunities and educational programming needs to be provided so those adult 
learners can take advantage of these opportunities. 
The challenge, according to the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Teams (1998), 
is to implement innovative educational programs that will help producers reduce downside 
risk. These programs need to be developed to provide tool(s) for producers to manage their 
operations. Pena et al. (1999) and Klair (1998) suggest that individual producers who fail to 
plan their business course using these tools will struggle to survive. 
Lastly, the review of literature indicates that most educational research in risk 
management education focuses on the method of delivery (computer, seminars, printed text, 
publications, and others) and not the learning mode or style for adults enrolled in risk 
management education. Educational research has shown greater participation and 
retention when the learning mode of adults is considered in the development of a program. 
So, if quality educational programs are to be established that will cause producers to 
participate, the interaction of risk management and learning mode for farmers must be 
studied. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
Introduction 
This chapter outlines the methods and procedures used in this study. Included is a 
discussion on the research design used, the population and sample, the data collection 
procedure utilized, a description of the research instrument, and a description of the data 
analysis including reliability tests. 
Purpose/Objectives 
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the preferences of producers 
regarding the content and delivery of risk management education using Kolb's learning 
modes as a set of descriptors . A secondary purpose was to analyze producers' attitudes 
and perceptions toward risk and risk management education and develop an educational 
model based these preferences and perceptions. 
The specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine producers' perceptions and attitudes toward risk and its 
importance in different risk management strategies. 
2. To identity producers' preferred learning modes for different sources of risk 
and risk management strategies to minimize those risks. 
3. To analyze their attitudes and perceptions regarding risk and risk 
management by selected demographic characteristics of the producer. 
4. To develop an educational model for the planning and delivery of risk 
management education to Iowa farmers. 
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Research Design 
This study used the descriptive, survey research design. Descriptive survey 
research is used to "describe and interpret what is." This type of research also attempts to 
"measure what exists without questioning why it exists" (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1985, p. 
337). This type of research can provide information from a large variety of individuals and 
help define and further the educational process for adult learners. In this study, that process 
is applied to risk management education in agriculture. Due to financial constraints and 
limited time, it was not possible to do a random sample of Iowa farmers. Rather, purposive 
sampling was used as an alternative. Ary, Jacobs, and Razaveih (1996) state that 
purposive sampling (also known as judgement sampling) samples elements judged to be 
typical or representative of the population. The survey was a six-part, four-page, self-
administered survey. 
Population/Sampling/Data Collection 
The population of this study consisted of agricultural producers who are members of 
the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. As previously indicated, it was not possible to do a 
random sample of all Iowa farmers because of time and financial constraints. Because of its 
prominence in Iowa and the fact that the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation has members in all 
Iowa counties, it was decided to use purposive sampling to develop a suitable sample for 
the study. The primary concern with purposive sampling is the ability to infer a reasonable 
level of representation of the Iowa farming population. Ary, et al. (1996) state that to gain a 
reasonable level of representation, comparisons should be made to the population. 
Purposive sampling is also less expensive then random sampling and is widely used to 
predict national elections according to Ary, et al. (1996) 
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Collection of the data via purposive sampling was done using three techniques. The 
first was a random sample of all Iowa Farm Bureau Federation members. The membership 
list was stratified by county and a random sample drawn from each county in Iowa. A total 
of 750 names were drawn from the sample. The survey was mailed out on November 25, 
2000. Sixty-three surveys (6% return rate) were returned with 42 being usable. Further 
investigation revealed that a frame error occurred when the sample was drawn. Many of 
those in the sample were not directly involved in farming due to retirement, exiting 
agriculture, or other reasons. This accounted for an extremely low return. 
The second part of the purposive sampling was administering the survey at the 
annual Young Farmers Conference sponsored by the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation on 
January 25, 2001. At this conference, 55 questionnaires were distributed and 50 completed 
surveys were returned (91% return rate). 
The third part of the purposive sampling was administering the survey at the Risk 
Management Conference sponsored by the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation on February 16, 
2001. Similar procedures were used for distributing and collecting the survey. A total of 130 
surveys were distributed and 38 were completed (25% return rate). 
The three groups were combined into one after reviewing the demographic data from 
each individual group. Individual group means and/or raw totals were computed and then 
compared for any major differences. This analysis revealed that all three groups were 
somewhat similar in gender, age, levels of education, farm background, farm location (crop 
reporting district), business organization, and gross income from sources. According to M. 
Shelly, Professor of Statistics/Professor of Political Science, this method of comparisons 
followed by combining the groups into one single sample is an acceptable research method 
when using purposive sampling techniques (private communication, May 14, 2001). 
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After combining the three groups into a single sample, 130 completed surveys were 
used for the study. Based upon a total of 935 surveys, this gave a 14% return rate. 
Although the first method of data collection resulted in a low response rate, it was offset by 
the higher response rate for the other two methods. 
Instrumentation 
A self-administered survey was developed based upon the purpose and objectives of 
the study. The survey contained six major sections including demographic characteristics of 
the respondents. 
- Part I of the survey was designed to determine the importance of six sources of risk 
in production agriculture including sub-topics within each source of risk. A Likert-type scale 
was used to measure the importance of each item. The 6-point scale was as follows: 0 = no 
opinion; 1 = extremely unimportant; 2 = very unimportant; 3 = somewhat important; 4 = very 
important; and 5 = extremely important. 
Part II of the survey measured the perceptions of the producers toward risk 
management concepts and tools in risk management. Producers responded to 11 
statements using a 6-point Likert-type scale as follows: 0 = does not apply; 1 = strongly 
disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree/disagree; 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree. 
The purpose of part III of the survey was to determine the action of the respondents 
on specific risk management strategies and tools. Producers responded to 11 statements 
using a 6-point Likert-type scale as follows: 0 = does not apply/no opinion; 1 = have not and 
don't plan to use; 2 = plan on using; 3 = currently using; 4 = use frequently; and 5 = use 
always. 
Part IV of the survey was designed to gather information on most preferred and least 
preferred learning modes and delivery methods for the sources of risk and risk management 
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education. Producers were asked to indicate theirr most preferred and least preferred 
learning mode based upon the work by Kolb (1984). They also indicated their most and 
least preferred delivery method for eight different it nstructional methodologies or methods. 
Part V of the survey was designed to assess the risk profile of each respondent. The 
questionnaire was developed by Edwards (1998). The farmers responded to a series of 
questions based upon their farming operations and preferences 
Lastly, part VI of the questionnaire collected demographic information about each 
respondent and the basic information about their farming operations. 
Instrument Validity 
A panel of experts was used to review the content of the survey for content validity. 
The panel of experts included farmers (not included in the study), agriculture education 
instructors, extension specialists, risk managememt specialists, Iowa State University faculty, 
and members of the researcher's graduate commitîtee. 
Instrument Rel liability 
A reliability score using Cronbach split-alphia test was determined for parts 1, 2, and 
3 of the survey instrument. The results of the reliability tests were: for part 1 (importance of 
risk) .91; part 2 (perceptions toward risk management) .66; and part 3 (action toward risk 
management strategies) .82. 
Data Analysis 
The data were entered into a computerized spreadsheet program and then analyzed 
using Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS). Appropriate statistics were 
determined for each major section of the survey instrument 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings of the data collected from the 
agricultural producers who participated in this study. The findings relate back to the purpose 
and objectives including the importance, perceptions, tools, and educational means by 
which producers prefer to learn about risk management concepts. The findings including 
the statistical analyses will be presented in the following order (a) demographic 
characteristics, (b) importance of risk to producers, (c) perceptions toward risk management 
and risk management tools, (d) action toward risk management strategies, (e) learning 
modes for each risk category (f) delivery methods for each risk category, and (g) risk 
management profile of producers within the state of Iowa. 
Demographic Characteristics 
Comparison of survey sample to 1997 Census of Agriculture — Iowa 
According to Ary et al. (1996), a crucial question in purposive sampling is comparing the 
sample to the total population. Since a random sample was not feasible for this study, the 
demographic information from the respondents was compared to the 1997 Census of 
Agriculture — Iowa. 
The respondents were compared using total acres farmed, type of business 
organization, gender, and age. The 1997 census data for Iowa showed that the average 
farm size was 343 acres. As shown in Table 1, forty-eight percent of the census population 
indicated a farm size between 180 and 999 acres as compared to 49% for the respondents. 
These combined categories (180 - 499 acres and 500 — 999 acres) represented the highest 
percentage for both groups. However, it should be noted that the census data showed a 
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Table 1. Demographic comparisons with the 1997 Census of Agriculture — Iowa for total 
acres farmed, business organization, gender, and age. 
1997 Census 2001 Survev 
Descriptor % % 
Total Acres Farmed 
1 -49 18 9 
50-179 27 8 
180-499 32 23 
500 - 999 16 26 
1000-1999 6 25 
> 2000 1 9 
Business Organization 
Partnership 9 9 
Corporation 7 4 
Family Arrangement 84 87 
Gender 
Male 95 94 
Female 5 6 
Age3 50.3 44.5 
a The age descriptor is the mean for the respondents in the study and for the census. 
much higher percentage of farms less than 180 acres as compared to the respondents and 
a much lower percentage for farms over 1000 acres. 
When the respondents were compared to the census data on the basis of business 
organization, the results were very similar. Thirteen percent of the respondents had a 
partnership or corporation form of business organization compared to 16% for the census 
data. Likewise, 87% of the respondents reported a "family arrangement" as a business 
organization structure compared to 84% for the census data. 
The 1997 Census of Agriculture — Iowa reported that 95% of the farm owners were 
male and 5% were female. The respondents reported that 94% were male and 6% were 
female. 
Total farm sales were also compared to the 1997 census data. In 1997, the total 
market sales, as reported by the census, averaged $131,596. Actual farm sales data were 
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not collected from the respondents so an average could not be computed. However, 
bracketed data were collected and 34% of the respondents indicated farm sales between 
$100,000 and $299,000 sales per year. 
The average age of an Iowa farmer in the 1997 census was 50.3 years old. The 
average age for the respondents was 44.5 years old. This younger age for the respondents 
was impacted by the high percentage of respondents participating in a risk management 
program for younger farmers. 
Based upon these comparisons, the purposive sample is fairly representative of the 
total population of Iowa farmers when comparing age, gender, farm size, income from 
agriculture sales, and business organization. 
Demographic characteristics of the respondents 
The respondents provided demographic information in Part VI of the questionnaire. 
Results of the demographic data are shown in Table 2. Ninety-four percent of the 
respondents were male. Due to the low number of females, no statistical comparisons were 
made based on gender. The respondent's age ranged from 19 to 86 years old with the 
average age being 44.5 years. The distribution of the respondents by age revealed that 
45% of the respondents were between 31 and 50 years of age with 31% being over 50. 
Also, 95% of the respondents reported being raised on a farm. 
The respondents were fairly evenly distributed throughout the state of Iowa. Six of the 
nine crop reporting districts reported more than 10% of the respondents' farm location being 
in that district. The lowest representation was East Central with 7% (9 respondents) 
compared to 19% (24 respondents) from the Central crop reporting district. 
Table 2 also shows that 4-3% of the sample had a gross income from farming of 
$100,000 or less compared to 34% reporting $100,000 to $299,000 of gross income from 
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Table 2. Selected demographic characteristics of the respondents. 
Demographic characteristics n % of total 
Gender 
Male 119 94 
Female 7 6 
Age 
< 30 30 24 
31 <50 56 45 
> 50 39 31 
Education 
High School Graduate 36 29 
One or two year certificate 43 35 
Bachelors degree or greater 45 37 
Hours worked on farm 
0 4 4 
1 -40 52 46 
41 -60 36 32 
> 60 20 18 
Hours worked off farm 
0 59 51 
1 -40 40 34 
41 -60 16 14 
> 60 1 1 
Years of actual farming experience 
0-10 27 22 
11-20 23 19 
21 -30 39 32 
> 30 32 27 
Raised on a farm 
Yes 120 95 
No 6 5 
Farm Location (crop reporting district) 
North West 14 11 
North Central 11 9 
North East 13 11 
West Central 14 11 
Central 24 19 
East Central 9 7 
South West 14 11 
South Central 15 12 
South East 11 9 
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Table 2. (continued^ 
Demographic characteristics n % of total 
Gross income from farming 
<$100,000 49 43 
$100,000-$299,999 39 34 
$300,000 - $499,999 13 11 
>$500,000 14 12 
Percent of total assets borrowed 
0% 27 23 
1-19% 29 24 
20 - 39% 30 26 
40-59% 21 18 
> 60% 11 9 
Business organization 
Partnership 5 4 
Corporation 12 10 
Father/son 21 17 
Owner/tenant 15 12 
Tenant 19 16 
Family/non-family 6 5 
Owner/operator 43 36 
Total acres farmed 
0 8 6 
1 - 400 38 30 
401 -800 31 24 
801 -1200 26 20 
> 1200 25 20 
Hogs sold per year 
0 94 73 
1-2000 20 16 
2001 -4000 4 3 
4001 - 8000 5 4 
> 8000 5 4 
Fed cattle sold per year 
0 104 81 
1-200 19 15 
201 -400 1 1 
> 400 4 3 
Number of beef cows in herd 
0 94 73 
1-50 21 16 
51-100 11 9 
>100 2 2 
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farming. Twenty-three percent of the respondents reported a gross income greater than 
$300,000. Additionally, table 2 shows that 36% were owner/operators, 17% were father/son 
arrangements, 16% were tenant farmers, and the remainder were other forms of business 
organizations. The distribution of the respondents by total acres farmed showed that 30% 
farmed between 1 and 400 acres and 24% reporting 401 to 800 acres farmed. Seventy-
three of the respondents reported no hog sales, 81% reported no cattle sold, and 73% had 
no beef cows. This data indicates that nearly three-fourths of the respondents had no 
livestock enterprises. 
Importance of Risk to Producers 
This section of the questionnaire was designed to evaluate the importance of several 
sources of risk. The respondents rated 33 sources of risk using a 6 point Likert-type scale. 
The scale used was: 0 = no opinion; 1 = extremely unimportant; 2 = very unimportant; 3 = 
somewhat important; 4 = very important; and 5 = extremely important. Table 3 shows the 
ratings for each of the statements. 
Considering crop production risk, the respondents noted "weather, wind, hail, etc." as 
the most important This statement had a mean of 4.22 and a standard deviation of .84. For 
market/price risk, the respondents indicated that "narrow operating margins" was the most 
important. It had a mean of 4.33 and a standard deviation of .69. The most important 
source of risk under livestock production risk was "adequate market outlets for livestock" 
with a mean of 3.68 and a standard deviation of 1.75. Under institutional risk, the statement 
that respondents felt was the most important was "changes in government policy/regulation" 
followed closely by "changes in government programs." Their means were 4.05 and 4.04, 
respectively. 
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations for the importance of thirty-three sources of risk 
as perceived by the respondents.* 
Sources n M SD 
Crop Production Risk 
Weather, wind, hail, etc. 130 4.22 .847 
Disease, insects, weeds. 129 4.00 .760 
Use of new crop varieties. 128 3.64 .740 
Adoption of new technology/methods. 130 3.52 .684 
Consolidation of input suppliers. 127 3.42 1.043 
Market/Price Risk 
Narrow operating margins. 128 4.33 .691 
Accessibility to markets to sell products. 129 4.17 .870 
Volatility in commodity prices. 129 4.14 .751 
Global economic conditions. 130 3.99 .849 
Fluctuating cost of inputs. 129 3.94 .794 
Trade agreements (NAFTA, etc.). 130 3.73 1.018 
Livestock Production Risk 
Adequate market outlets for livestock. 123 3.68 1.752 
Disease. 123 3.51 1.729 
Initial investment cost of facilities. 123 3.29 1.663 
Regulations on production practices. 122 3.16 1.623 
Adoption of new technology/methods. 123 2.97 1.496 
Obsolescence of facilities. 120 2.65 1.553 
Institutional Risk 
Changes in government policy/regulations. 130 4.05 .800 
Changes in government farm programs. 130 4.04 .834 
Foreign restrictions on products (GMO, etc.). 128 3.96 1.041 
Export trade barriers (tariffs, etc.). 130 3.91 1.368 
State/federal environmental regulation. 129 3.87 .857 
Human/Personal Risk 
Death of owner/operator. 127 4.18 .982 
Injury to owner/operator. 127 4.08 .909 
Lawsuits. 128 3.69 1.188 
Divorce of owner/operator. 128 3.53 1.368 
Injury to hired help. 128 3.53 1.248 
Financial Risk 
Adequate supply of capital. 130 4.05 1.051 
Recovery time from depressed ag. economy. 120 4.04 .943 
Lenders' knowledge of agriculture. 129 4.01 .935 
Business cycles in agriculture. 130 3.69 .979 
Volatility in interest rates. 129 3.64 .998 
Adequate number of capital lending institutions. 130 3.46 1.021 
*Likert-type scale: 0 = no opinion; 1 = extremely unimportant; 2 = very unimportant; 3 = somewhat important; 4 = very 
important; 5 = extremely important 
The most important source of risk for human/personal risk was" death of owner 
operator" with a mean of 4.18 and a standard deviation of .98. For financial risk, the 
respondents indicated that "adequate supply of capital" was the most important source. It 
had a mean of 4.05 and a standard deviation of 1.05. 
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The thirty-three sources of risk were combined into six major sources of risk, as 
identified by Edwards and Kay (1994). They are: market/price risk, institutional risk, crop 
production risk, financial risk, human/personal risk, and livestock production risk. Grand 
means were computed and the results are shown in Table 4. Overall, the respondents rated 
market/price risk as the most important. It had a mean of 4.06 and a standard deviation of 
.57. Institutional risk rated second followed by financial risk. Livestock production risk rated 
lowest. 
Table 4. Grand means for the six major sources of risk as perceived by the respondents 
Source n M SD 
Market/Price Risk 127 4.06 .57 
Institutional Risk 129 3.97 .74 
Crop Production Risk 124 3.76 .51 
Financial Risk 128 3.82 .74 
Human/Personal Risk 126 3.80 .87 
Livestock production Risk 119 3.19 1.53 
Statistical analysis of the sources of risk by selected demographic characteristics 
The statistical analysis in this part of the study focuses on statistically significant 
differences among the six major sources of risk and selected demographic characteristics. 
Analysis of variance tests and the Bonferroni post hoc analysis were used to identify 
significant differences. An Alpha level of .05 was used throughout the analyses. 
When the sources of risk were compared by the levels of education attained, only 
one significant difference was found. For crop production risk, there was a significant 
difference between high school graduates and the respondents with a one or two year 
certificate beyond high school, as shown in table 5 no significant differences were found 
among the sources of risk when compared to years of experience, gross income from 
farming, and age, as noted in Tables 6,7, and 8. 
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Table 5. Test of significance for sources of risk by education 
Educational Attainment 
1a 2b 3° 
M M M 
SD SD SD df MS 
Category (n=36) (n=43) (n=45) within within F-ratio F-prob 
Crop Production 3.58" 3.89" 3.77 2 .962 4.197 .017* 
.55 .37 .50 121 .229 
Market/Price 4.08 4.07 4.02 2 4.280 .132 .877 
.67 .49 .54 121 .325 
Livestock Production 3.36 3.12 3.09 2 .866 .403 .669 
1.38 1.47 1.52 121 2.149 
Institutional 3.76 4.07 3.99 2 1.004 1.845 .162 
.86 .66 .68 121 .544 
Human/Personal 3.84 3.84 3.72 2 .210 .297 .743 
.69 .97 .80 121 .708 
Financial 3.80 3.97 3.74 2 .616 1.381 .255 
.63 .69 .66 121 .446 
a High school graduate 
b One or two year certificate 
° Bachelors degree or greater 
d Means are significantly different 
* significant at p < .05 
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Table 6. Test of significance for sources of risk by years of farming experience. 
Years of Experience 
1a 2b 3C 4d 
M M M M 
SD SD SD SD df MS 
Category (n =27) (n=23) (n=39) (n=29) within within F-ratio F-prob 
Crop Production 3.82 3.83 3.75 3.68 3 .131 .520 .669 
.41 .58 .45 .56 114 .252 
Market/Price 4.20 4.11 4.07 3.83 3 .717 2.224 .089 
.46 .67 .49 .65 114 .322 
Livestock Production 3.63 3.05 3.32 2.76 3 3.851 1.820 .148 
.89 1.74 1.37 1.74 114 2.116 
Institutional 4.09 3.92 3.95 3.85 3 .281 .498 .684 
.60 .87 .73 .79 114 .564 
Human/Personal 3.72 3.79 3.84 3.85 3 9.844 .143 .934 
.73 .94 .76 .90 114 .690 
Financial 3.86 3.89 3.79 3.85 3 5.327 .126 .944 
.69 .69 .58 .64 114 .421 
a 0 to 10 years 
b 11 to 20 years 
c 21 to 30 years 
d > 30 years 
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Table 7. Test of significance for sources of risk by gross income from farming. 
Gross Income 
1a 21 3C 4d 
M M M M 
SD SD SD SD df MS 
Category (n=49) (n=39) (n=13) (n=14) within within F-ratio F-prob 
Crop Production 3.80 3.84 3.75 3.51 3 .392 1.798 .152 
.48 .40 .34 .63 111 .218 
Market/Price 4.21 4.06 4.01 3.83 3 .595 2.067 .109 
.53 .49 .51 .66 111 .288 
Livestock Production 3.38 3.09 2.42 3.53 3 3.784 1.780 .155 
1.39 1.52 1.71 1.20 111 2.126 
Institutional 3.96 4.07 3.92 3.92 3 .134 .246 .864 
.79 .61 .58 .94 111 .545 
Human/Personal 3.89 3.81 3.90 3.78 3 8.476 .112 .953 
.83 .91 .53 1.06 111 .755 
Financial 3.96 3.88 3.79 3.63 3 .439 .966 .411 
.70 .64 .54 .72 111 .454 
a < $100,000 gross income from farming 
b $100,000 to $299,000 gross income from farming 
° $300,000 to $499,000 gross income from farming 
d > $500,000 gross income from farming 
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Table 8. Test of significance for sources of risk by age. 
Age 
1a 2b 3C 
M M M 
SD SD SD 
Category (n=30) (n=56) (n=39) within within F-ratio F-prob 
Crop Production 3.71 3.77 3.78 2 5.572 .230 .795 
.61 .37 .53 122 .242 
Market/Price 4.09 4.08 4.01 2 8.497 .258 .773 
.60 .45 .69 122 .329 
Livestock Production 3.73 3.08 2.96 2 5.836 2.806 .064 
.93 1.50 1.65 122 2.080 
Institutional 4.01 3.88 4.06 2 .429 .775 .463 
.87 .64 .77 122 .533 
Human/Personal 3.84 3.81 3.82 2 8.379 .012 .989 
.73 .85 .93 122 .728 
Financial 3.93 3.77 3.88 2 .271 .591 .556 
.66 .66 .70 122 .459 
a < 30 years of age 
b 31 to 50 years of age 
c > 50 years of age 
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Perceptions Toward Risk Management and Risk Management Tools 
The farmers were asked to respond to 11 statements regarding their perceptions toward 
risk management and risk management tools. The statements were designed to determine 
their attitude towards various risk management concerns. Respondents rated these 
statements using a Likert-type scale as follows: 0 = does not apply; 1 = strongly disagree; 2 
= disagree; 3 = neither agree or disagree; 4 = agree; and 5 = strongly agree. Table 9 shows 
the means and standard deviations for the responses. 
Respondents strongly agreed that "having adequate health insurance is important to 
me". It was the highest rated statement with a mean of 4.35 on a 5.0 scale. The second 
highest rated statement was "maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me" 
Table 9. Means and standard deviation of respondents' perceptions toward risk 
management.3 
Statement n M SD 
Having adequate health insurance is important to me. 128 4.35 .781 
Maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is 
important to me. 128 3.91 1.150 
My farming operation has adequate liability 
insurance. 130 3.84 1.038 
Purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 129 3.74 1.258 
I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 129 3.57 1.040 
Having adequate life insurance is important to me. 128 3.63 1.135 
Off-farm income is important for the financial 
survival of my family. 130 3.50 1.437 
Hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are 
Important to me to reduce price risk. 130 3.34 1.351 
In case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up 
management/labor to carry on my operation. 129 3.24 1.250 
Off-farm investments are important sources 
of income for my family and me. 127 2.99 1.483 
Early adoption of new technology (being first in 
my area) is important to me. 
1 Likert-type scale: 0 = does not apply; 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree or disagree; 4 = agree; 
5 = strongly agree 
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followed by "my farming operation has adequate liability insurance". The means for these 
statements were 3.91 and 3.84, respectively. The two lowest rated statements were "off-
farm investments are important sources of income for my family and me." These two 
statements rated below 3.0 with a means of 2.99 and 2.81, respectively. The remaining six 
statements were moderately important to the respondents with a means ranging from 3.24 
to 3.84. 
Statistical analysis of perceptions toward risk management and selected 
demographic characteristics 
The statistical analyses in this section deals with the comparisons of the respondents' 
perceptions toward risk management by selected demographic characteristics. Analysis of 
variance test and the Bonferroni post hoc analysis were used to identify significant 
differences. An alpha level of .05 was used throughout the analyses. 
Some statistically significant differences were found. When comparing responses on 
"purchasing crop insurance is important to me" by education, high school graduates had a 
significantly lower mean than college/university graduates (Table 10). The mean for 
graduates with a one or two year certificate was not significantly different than the 
college/university graduates. Another statistically significant difference was found when 
comparing "off-farm income is important to the financial survival of my family" by education. 
The mean for high school graduates (mean=2.50) was significantly lower than 
college/university graduates (mean=3.43). No other statistical differences were found when 
comparing the 11 risk management statements by education. 
One statistical difference was found when comparing the 11 statements by years of 
farming experience. The means for "purchasing crop insurance is important to me" were 
significantly different between respondents with 0 to 10 years experience and those with 30 
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years or more of experience as shown in table 11. The mean for the farmers with little 
experience (0 to 10 years) was significantly lower than those with 30 years or more of 
experience (means of 2.50 and 3.43, respectively). No other significant differences were 
found when comparing the 11 statements by years of farming experience. 
Several statistical significant differences were found when comparing the 11 statements 
by gross income from farming, as noted in Table 12. Significant differences were found for 
the statement "maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me." Farmers with less 
than $100,000 of gross income had a significantly lower mean than farmers with a gross 
income of $300,000 to $499,999. The means were 2.46 and 3.53, respectively. 
Additionally, a significant difference was found in the statement "off-farm income is important 
to the financial survival of my family." Respondents with a gross income of $100,000 to 
$299,999 had a statistically higher mean than those with gross incomes greater than or 
equal to $500,000. The means were 3.60 and 2.74, respectively. Lastly, a significant 
difference was found in the statement "in case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up 
management/labor to carry on my operation." Farmers with a gross income of greater then 
or equal to $500,000 had a statistically lower mean than those with $100,000 or less and 
those with gross income of $100,000 to $299,999. The means scores were 2.71 
(>$500,000), 4.07 ($100,000 to $299,999), and 4.20 (<$100,000). 
Similar comparisons were made using age of the respondents. Table 13 shows two 
statistically significant differences. For the statement "maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio 
is important to me," respondents from 31 to 50 had a significantly higher mean (mean=3.03) 
than those respondents greater than 50 years of age (mean=2.41). Likewise, a statistically 
significant difference was found for the statement "having adequate life insurance is 
important to me." Producers from 31 to 50 had a significantly higher mean (mean=3.60) 
than producers over 50 years of age (mean=2.74). 
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Table 10. Test of significance for perceptions of risk management by education. 
Educational Attainment 
1a 2° 3C 
M M M_ df MS 
Statement SD SD SO within within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 2.1 ' 3.50 3.73 3.95 2 2.078 1.334 .267 
1.38 1.19 1.18 120 1.559 
Statement 2.2f 2.66 2.65 3.06 2 2.394 1.640 .198 
1.26 1.21 1.15 121 1.459 
Statement 2.3f 3.40 3.59 3.93 2 2.951 2.521 .085 
1.28 1.12 .83 119 1.171 
Statement 2.4 ' 2.97" 3.27e 4.04d"e 2 12.668 6.678 .002* 
1.59 1.53 .97 121 1.897 
Statement 2.5 ' 3.80 3.90 3.71 2 .422 .385 .681 
1.16 .89 1.07 121 1.095 
Statement 2.6( 3.22 3.14 3.62 2 2.906 1.675 .192 
1.45 1.44 1.05 121 1.735 
Statement 2.7 ' 2.50" 2.85 3.43d 2 8.938 4.237 .017* 
1.66 1.40 1.30 118 2.109 
Statement 2.8 ' 4.27 4.32 4.44 2 .288 .455 .636 
.94 .86 .54 119 .633 
Statement 2.9f 3.82 4.00 3.86 2 .333 .275 .774 
1.27 1.04 1.11 119 1.295 
Statement 2.10f 3.30 3.30 3.11 2 .511 .339 .713 
1.41 1.03 1.24 120 1.510 
Statement 2.11f 3.86 3.76 3.40 2 2.358 2.469 .089 
.99 .84 1.08 120 .955 
* significant at p < .05 
a High school graduate 
b One or two year certificate 
c Bachelors degree or greater 
d Means are significantly different 
e Means are significantly different 
f Statements were: 
Statement 2.1 — having adequate health insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.2 — maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me. 
Statement 2.3 — my farming operation has adequate liability insurance. 
Statement 2.4 — purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.5 — I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 
Statement 2.6 — having adequate life insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.7 — off-farm income is important for the financial survival of my family. 
Statement 2.8 — hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are important to me to reduce price risk. 
Statement 2.9 — in case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up management/labor to carry on my operation. 
Statement 2.10 — off-farm investments are important sources of income for my family and me. 
Statement 2.11 — early adoption of new technology (being first in my area) is important to me. 
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Table 11. Test of significance for perceptions of risk management by years of farming 
experience. 
Years of Experience 
if 2° 3f 4^ 
M M M M df_ MS 
Category SD SD SD SD within within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 2.1f 3.50 4.08 3.61 3.72 3 1.590 1.002 .395 
1.50 .90 1.29 1.22 113 1.587 
Statement 2.2' 2.63 3.17 2.97 2.56 3 2.110 1.546 .206 
1.27 1.19 1.03 1.21 114 1.365 
Statement 2.3f 3.77 4.13 3.43 3.46 3 2.832 2.670 .051 
1.01 .69 1.16 1.07 113 1.060 
Statement 2.4f 4.11e 3.17 3.59 2.93e 3 7.365 3.974 .010* 
.89 1.52 1.33 1.60 114 1.853 
Statement 2.5f 3.59 4.08 3.87 3.72 3 1.134 1.006 .393 
1.24 .59 1.15 1.03 114 1.127 
Statement 2.6f 3.66 3.69 3.17 3.06 3 2.952 1.748 .161 
1.07 .82 1.44 1.55 114 1.688 
Statement 2.7f 3.26 2.56 3.10 2.58 3 3.526 1.582 .198 
1.34 1.59 1.30 1.74 111 2.229 
Statement 2.8f 4.40 4.43 4.28 4.31 3 .150 .228 .877 
.76 .89 .91 .60 112 .659 
Statement 2.9f 4.15 3.87 4.05 3.42 3 2.932 2.300 .081 
1.08 1.18 .97 1.31 112 1.275 
Statement 2.10f 3.11 3.47 3.39 3.06 3 1.147 .765 .516 
1.39 1.03 1.07 1.36 113 1.499 
Statement 2.11f 3.40 4.08 3.61 3.72 3 2.010 2.057 .110 
1.33 .79 1.04 .59 114 .977 
" significant at p < .05 
a 0 to 10 years 
b 11 to 20 years 
c 21 to 30 years 
d > 30 years 
e Means are significantly different 
f Statements were: 
Statement 2.1 — having adequate health insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.2 — maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me. 
Statement 2.3 — my farming operation has adequate liability insurance. 
Statement 2.4 — purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.5 — I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 
Statement 2.6 — having adequate life insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.7 — off-farm income is important for the financial survival of my family. 
Statement 2.8 — hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are important to me to reduce risk. 
Statement 2.9 — in case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up management/labor to carry on my operation. 
Statement 2.10 — off-farm investments are important sources of income for my family and me. 
Statement 2.11— early adoption of new technology (being first in my area) is important to me. 
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Table 12. Test of significance for perception toward risk management by gross income from 
farming. 
Statement 
1a 
M 
SD 
Gross Income 
2° 3! 
M M 
SD SD 
4° 
M 
SD 
df_ 
within 
MS 
within F-ratio F-prol 
Statement 2.1 h 3.62 3.97 3.76 3.35 3 1.508 .995 .398 
1.48 1.01 1.01 1.33 110 1.616 
Statement 2.2 h 2.46 e 2.84 3.53e 3.28 3 5.265 4.134 .008* 
1.32 .96 .77 1.06 111 1.274 
Statement 2.3 h 3.68 3.59 3.84 3.71 3 .229 .178 .911 
1.18 1.25 .55 .99 109 1.286 
Statement 2.4 h 3.95e 3.64' 3.23s 1.50ef,g 3 22.648 13.912 .000* 
1.36 1.20 1.16 1.22 111 1.628 
Statement 2.5 h 3.57 4.00 4.15 4.14 3 2.360 2.213 .101 
1.27 .97 .37 .77 111 1.112 
Statement 2.6h 2.81 3.38 3.76 3.85 3 6.194 3.497 .018* 
1.55 1.16 .83 1.29 111 1.771 
Statement 2.7 h 3.06 3.23e 2.84 1.92e 3 6.142 2.809 .043* 
1.60 1.30 1.51 1.43 109 2.187 
Statement 2.8 h 4.28 4.57 4.38 4.07 3 1.086 1.676 .176 
.95 .55 .50 .99 110 .648 
Statement 2.9 h 4.20e 4.07' 3.46 2.71e' 3 9.321 8.088 .000* 
1.05 .92 1.26 1.32 110 1.152 
Statement 2.10 h 3.10 3.34 3.23 3.57 3 .948 .571 .636 
1.57 1.07 .92 .93 110 1.662 
Statement 2.11 h 3.47 3.82 3.84 3.85 3 1.167 1.115 .346 
1.18 .97 .68 .77 110 1.047 
significant at p <..05 
a< $100,000 
" $100,000 to $299,000 
c $300,000 to $499,000 
d > $500,000 
e Means are significantly different 
1 Means are significantly different 
g Means are significantly different 
h Statements were: 
Statement Z1 — having adequate health insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.2 — maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me. 
Statement 2.3 — my farming operation has adequate liability insurance. 
Statement 2.4 — purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.5 — I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 
Statement 2.6 — having adequate life insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.7 — off-farm income is important for the financial survival of my family. 
Statement 2.8 — hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are important to me to reduce risk. 
Statement 2.9 — in case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up management/labor to cany on my operation. 
Statement 2.10 — off-farm investments are important sources of income for my family and me. 
Statement 2.11 — early adoption of new technology (being first in my area) is important to me. 
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Table 13. Test of significance for perceptions of risk management by age. 
1a 3C 
M M M df MS 
Statement SD SD SD within within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 2.1e 3.53 3.87 3.82 2 1.179 .746 .477 
1.47 1.05 1.33 121 1.581 
Statement 2.2 e 2.83 3.03d 2.41d 2 4.530 3.149 .046* 
1.23 1.17 1.20 122 1.439 
Statement 2.3 e 3.63 2.82 3.48 2 1.284 1.067 .347 
1.15 1.01 1.17 120 1.204 
Statement 2.4 e 3.86 3.48 3.20 2 3.712 1.799 .170 
1.04 1.44 1.67 122 2.064 
Statement 2.5 e 3.46 3.98 3.89 2 2.717 2.549 .082 
1.35 .84 .99 122 1.066 
Statement 2.6 e 3.50 3.60d 2.74d 2 9.269 5.429 .006* 
1.35 1.00 1.61 122 1.707 
Statement 2.7 e 2.86 2.96 3.07 2 .394 .173 .841 
1.30 1.56 1.56 119 2.270 
Statement 2.8 e 4.10 4.42 4.43 2 1.139 1.847 .162 
1.10 .71 .59 120 .617 
Statement 2.9 e 4.03 3.83 3.94 2 .399 .306 .737 
1.15 1.05 1.25 120 1.303 
Statement 2.10 e 3.20 3.34 3.20 2 .311 .201 .818 
1.51 .96 1.36 121 1.550 
Statement 2.11 e 3.43 3.78 3.76 2 1.342 1.357 .261 
1.45 .85 .70 121 .989 
" significant at p<05 
a  <30 
b 31 to 50 
= >50 
d Means are significantly different 
e Statements were: 
Statement 2.1 — having adequate health insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.2 — maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is important to me. 
Statement 2.3 — my farming operation has adequate liability insurance. 
Statement 2.4 — purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.5 — I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 
Statement 2.6 — having adequate life insurance is important to me. 
Statement 2.7 — off-farm income is important for the financial survival of my family. 
Statement 2.8 — hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are Important to me to reduce risk. 
Statement 2.9 — in case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up management/labor to carry on my operation. 
Statement 2.10 — off-farm investments are important sources of income for my family and me. 
Statement 2.11 — early adoption of new technology (being first in my area) is important to me. 
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Action Toward Risk Management Strategies 
The producers were asked to respond to the 11 statements on their action towards 
specific risk management strategies. These statements were designed to determine the 
extent of usage of common risk management strategies for the six sources of risk. 
Respondents rated these statements using the following Likert-type scale: 0 = no opinion; 1 
= have and don't plan to use; 2 = plan on using; 3 = currently using; 4 = use frequently; 5 = 
use always. The means and standard deviations for the responses are shown in Table 14. 
There were four statements that were rated very close together with means ranging 
from 3.17 to 3.32 indicating that they are "currently using" these actions to reduce risk in 
their farming operations. The highest rated statement with a mean score of 3.32 ("currently 
using") was "I rely heavily on market information in making management decision" closely 
followed by " I have adequate hail/fire insurance for my crops" with a mean score of 3.31 
("currently using"). This would suggest that producers utilize different sources of market 
information as a risk management strategy to reduce the risks associated with prices and 
markets. At the same time, they acquire insurance to protect themselves against production 
associated with crops. The next two highest rated statements were: "I keep a line of credit 
open at my primary agricultural lender (mean = 3.2) and "I spread the sales of my 
commodities over the year" (mean = 3.17). The former deals with financial risk and the 
latter is a strategy commonly used for price/market risk. 
The lowest rated statement was "I never postpone needed purchases of farm 
machinery and other capital items with a mean of 2.21 ("plan on using"). This would 
suggest that the respondents might "plan on using" but are not currently using and may be 
purchasing these inputs when needed regardless of any "risky" conditions that might exist at 
the time. The second lowest statement was "I hire custom work to be done" (mean = 2.32) 
44 
Table 14. Means and standard deviations for farmer's actions toward risk management 
strategies.3 
Statement n M SD 
I rely heavily on market information (e.g. 
government reports, private market news 
services) in making marketing décisions. 125 3.32 1.429 
I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 126 3.31 1.661 
I keep a line of credit open at my 
primary agricultural lender. 127 3.20 1.734 
I spread the sale of my commodities 
over the year. 127 3.17 1.464 
The crops and/or livestock I produce are 
concentrated in one or two enterprises. 125 3.08 1.527 
I forward price agricultural inputs or 
contract with other producers for inputs. 128 2.99 1.477 
I forward contract commodities (grain, livestock, 
etc.) that I produce. 128 2.91 1.592 
I have enough cash on hand or assets 
that can be easily converted to cash to pay all 
my bills. 127 2.81 1.582 
I hedge by using futures and/or options 
in marketing my crops and livestock. 127 2.41 1.525 
I hire custom work to be done. 128 2.32 1.578 
I never postpone needed purchases of farm 
machinery and other capital items. 126 2.21 1.451 
a Likert-type scale: 0 = no opinion; 1 = have not and don't plan to use; 2 = plan on using; 3 
currently using; 4 = use frequently; 5 = use always 
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indicating that the respondents were generally "not currently using" but might "plan on using" 
in the future. 
Statistical analysis of actions toward risk management strategies and selected 
demographic characteristics 
The statistical analysis in this section deals with the comparisons of the respondents' 
specific actions towards selected risk management strategies by selected demographic 
characteristics. Analysis of variance tests and the Bonferroni post hoc analysis were used 
to identify significant differences. An alpha level of .05 was used throughout the analysis. 
Several significant differences were found when comparing the risk management 
actions by education, gross income from farming, and age. No significant differences were 
found when comparing them by years of experience. 
For education, there was a significant difference in the mean scores on the statement, "I 
have enough cash on hand or assets that can be easily converted to cash to pay all my 
bills." The mean score for high school graduates (mean = 2.82) was significantly lower than 
the mean score for college/university graduates (mean = 3.65). 
When comparing the responses on the action statements by gross income from 
farming, several significant differences were found. For the statement, "I rely heavily on 
market information in making decisions," there was a statistically significant difference 
among all of the means. Means scores for those respondents with gross incomes of more 
than $500,000 (mean = 3.71) were significantly higher than the farmers with less than 
$100,000 of gross income (mean = 2.16). At the same time, the mean scores for farmers 
with $300,000 to $499,999 (mean = 3.52) were significantly higher than the lowest income 
group. Mean scores for the $100,000 to $299,999 group (mean = 3.56) were significantly 
higher than the lowest group. Thus, in summary, the mean score for the lowest gross 
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income group (less than $100,000) was significantly lower than all other groups. Significant 
differences were also found for the statement, "I spread the sale of my commodities over the 
year." Again, the mean score for the highest income group (mean = 4.28) was significantly 
higher than the lowest group (mean = 2.41) and the mean score for farmers with $100,000 
to $299,999 of gross income (mean = 3.64) was significantly higher than the lowest group 
(mean = 2.41). Lastly, significant differences were found for the statement, "I never 
postpone the purchases of farm machinery and other capital items." The mean for the 
highest income group (mean = 3.57) was significantly higher than the lowest income group 
(mean = 2.22) and the mean for the farmers with $100,000 to $299,999 of gross income was 
significantly higher than the lowest income group (mean = 2.22). 
Three significant differences were found when comparing the statement by age. As 
with the other demographic variables, significant differences were found when comparing 
the use of market information by age of the producer. Those farmers over 50 years of age 
had a significantly lower mean score (mean = 2.34) than those producers from 31 to 50 
years of age (mean = 3.42). For the statement, "I keep a line of credit open at my primary 
agricultural lender," the mean for the older farmers (mean = 2.54) was significantly lower 
than the mean for farmers from 31 to 50 years of age (mean = 3.34). Lastly, for the 
statement, "I hedge by using futures and/or options in the marketing of my crops and/or 
livestock," the mean score for the older farmers (mean = 1.84) was significantly lower than 
the mean score for the youngest farmers (mean = 2.82). 
Learning Modes for each Risk Category 
To determine the preferred learning mode of agricultural producers in the study part IV 
was designed to identify their most and least preferred learning modes. The respondents 
were asked to indicate their most preferred and least preferred Kolb learning mode for each 
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Table 15. Test of significance on action toward risk management strategies by education. 
Educational Attainment 
f 21 ? 
M M M df MS 
Statement SD SD SD within within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 3.1® 2.74 2.83 3.38 2 5.007 2.337 .101 
1.65 1.41 1.35 119 2.143 
Statement 3.2 e 2.32 2.86 2.97 2 4.490 1.909 .153 
1.55 1.52 1.53 118 2.352 
Statement 3.3 e 2.88 2.78 3.42 2 4.945 2.182 .110 
1.60 1.49 1.43 116 2.266 
Statement 3.4 e 3.02 3.04 3.37 2 1.546 .523 .594 
1.79 1.71 1.66 118 2.957 
Statement 3.5 e 2.08 2.07 2.61 2 4.054 1.711 .185 
1.70 1.43 1.49 119 2.369 
Statement 3.6 e 2.02 2.32 2.74 2 5.072 2.279 .107 
1.56 1.56 1.34 118 2.225 
Statement 3.7 e 2.94 3.18 3.39 2 1.976 .923 .400 
1.60 1.51 1.27 118 2.141 
Statement 3.8 e 2.82 3.34 3.65 2 6.558 3.449 .035* 
1.62 1.30 1.23 117 1.902 
Statement 3.9 e 3.32 3.30 3.34 2 .123 .044 .957 
1.86 1.56 1.61 117 2.794 
Statement 3.10e 2.20 2.25 2.19 2 5.221 .025 .975 
1.41 1.46 1.45 117 2.088 
Statement 3.11 e 2.82 2.90 2.90 2 7.887 .031 .970 
1.87 1.61 1.34 119 4.033 
" significant at p<05 
aHigh school graduate 
b One or two year certificate 
c Bachelors degree or greater 
d Means are significantly different 
e Statements were: 
Statement 3.1 — I forward price agricultural inputs for contract with other producers for input 
Statement 3.2 — I have enough cash on hand or assets that can be easily converted to cash to pay all my bills. 
Statement 3.3 — The crops and/or livestock I produce are concentrated in one or two enterprises. 
Statement 3.4 — I keep a line of credit open at my primary agricultural lender. 
Statement 3.5 — I hire custom work to be done. 
Statement 3.6 — I hedge by using futures and/or options in marketing my crops and livestock. 
Statement 3.7 — I spread the sale of my commodities over the year. 
Statement 3.8 — I rely heavily on market information in making marketing decisions. 
Statement 3.9 — I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 
Statement 3.10 — 1 never postpone needed purchases of farm machinery and other capital items. 
Statement 3.11 — 1 forward contract commodities that I produce. 
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Table 16. Test of significance on action toward risk management strategies by years of 
farming experience. 
Years of Experience 
1d 2° 3C 4d 
M M M M df MS 
SD SD SD SD within within F-ratio 
Statement 3.1 e 3.38 3.52 2.89 2.71 3 3.980 1.962 .124 
1.38 1.20 1.55 1.43 112 2.029 
Statement 3.2 e 2.88 2.47 3.05 2.40 3 2.959 1.240 .299 
1.72 1.47 1.52 1.44 111 2.386 
Statement 3.3 e 3.28 3.27 2.97 2.82 3 1.361 .597 .618 
1.51 1.48 1.61 1.36 109 2.280 
Statement 3.4 e 2.96 3.45 3.25 3.21 3 1.000 .346 .792 
1.61 1.56 1.81 1.70 111 2.888 
Statement 3.5 e 2.73 2.17 2.38 2.10 3 2.060 .847 .471 
1.58 1.46 1.54 1.61 112 2.432 
Statement 3.6 e 2.73 2.50 2.41 2.07 3 2.019 .890 .449 
1.40 1.71 1.48 1.46 111 2.269 
Statement 3.7 e 3.11 3.22 3.15 3.28 3 .161 .072 .975 
1.68 1.27 1.44 1.53 111 2.228 
Statement 3.8 e 3.42 3.22 3.46 3.11 3 .807 .396 .756 
1.33 1.37 1.29 1.71 110 2.042 
Statement 3.9 e 3.03 3.40 3.38 3.51 3 1.136 .413 .744 
1.86 1.46 1.63 1.62 110 2.748 
Statement 3.10 e 2.53 2.13 2.12 2.07 3 1.232 .586 .625 
1.50 1.49 1.41 1.41 110 2.102 
Statement 3.11 e 3.34 2.91 3.00 2.60 3 2.491 1.055 .371 
1.38 1.31 1.58 1.75 112 2.361 
a 0 to 10 years 
b 11 to 20 years 
c 21 to 30 years 
d > 30 years 
® Statements were: 
Statement 3.1 — I forward price agricultural inputs for contract with other producers for input 
Statement 3.2 — I have enough cash on hand or assets that can be easily converted to cash to pay all my bills. 
Statement 3.3 — The crops and/or livestock I produce are concentrated in one or two enterprises. 
Statement 3.4 — I keep a line of credit open at my primary agricultural lender. 
Statement 3.5 — I hire custom work to be done. 
Statement 3.6 — I hedge by using futures and/or options in marketing my crops and livestock. 
Statement 3.7 — I spread the sale of my commodities over the year. 
Statement 3.8 — I rely heavily on market information in making marketing decisions. 
Statement 3.9 — I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 
Statement 3.10 — 1 never postpone needed purchases of farm machinery and other capital items. 
Statement 3.11 — I forward contract commodities that I produce. 
49 
Table 17. Test of significance for action toward risk management strategies by gross 
income from farming. 
Statement 
1a 
M 
SD 
Gross Income 
2° 3C 
M M 
SD SD 
4d 
M 
SD 
df 
within 
MS 
within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 3.1h 2.16e-'-9 3.56e 3.53' 3.71s 3 18.882 10.597 .000* 
1.62 1.02 .77 1.38 110 1.785 
Statement 3.2 h 2.72 3.00 2.92 2.57 3 .901 .373 .773 
1.65 1.58 1.11 1.45 109 2.420 
Statement 3.3 h 2.70 3.50 3.07 3.35 3 4.817 2.210 .091 
1.66 1.31 1.18 1.44 108 2.180 
Statement 3.4 h 2.41e' 3.64e 3.38 4.28 ' 3 17.972 6.851 .000* 
1.76 1.61 1.32 1.32 110 2.623 
Statement 3.5 h 2.08 2.35 2.46 2.35 3 .846 .336 .800 
1.67 1.53 1.39 1.59 110 2.159 
Statement 3.6 h 1.70e' 2.43 3.00e 3.35' 3 13.178 6.627 .000* 
1.47 1.41 1.15 1.39 110 1.988 
Statement 3.7 h 2.68 3.41 3.15 3.50 3 4.727 2.291 .082 
1.70 1.20 1.34 1.01 110 2.063 
Statement 3.8 h 2.97 3.41 3.61 3.35 3 2.119 1.028 .383 
1.63 1.20 1.04 1.59 109 2.062 
Statement 3.9 h 2.80 3.74 3.38 3.57 3 6.715 2.496 .064 
1.96 1.37 1.04 1.55 109 2.690 
Statement 3.10 h 1.81 2.52 1.76 2.85 3 6.551 3.263 .024* 
1.48 1.31 1.53 1.35 109 2.007 
Statement 3.11 h 2.22ef 3.23 e 3.30 3.57' 3 11.385 4.862 .003* 
1.82 1.30 .94 1.39 110 2.342 
* significant at p < .05 
1 <$100,000 
- $100,000 to $299,000 
c $300,000 to $499,000 
* > $500,000 
* Means are significantly different 
' Means are significantly different 
3 Means are significantly different 
h Statements were: 
Statement 3.1 — I forward price agricultural inputs for contract with other producers for input 
Statement 3.2 — I have enough cash on hand or assets that can be easily converted to cash to pay all my bills. 
Statement 3.3 — The crops and/or livestock I produce are concentrated in one or two enterprises. 
Statement 3.4— I keep a line of credit open at my primary agricultural lender. 
Statement 3.5 — I hire custom work to be done. 
Statement 3.6 — I hedge by using futures and/or options in marketing my crops and livestock. 
Statement 3.7 — I spread the sale of my commodities over the year. 
Statement 3.8 — I rely heavily on market information in making marketing decisions. 
Statement 3.9 — I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 
Statement 3.10 — 1 never postpone needed purchases of farm machinery and other capital items. 
Statement 3.11 — I forward contract commodities that I produce. 
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Table 18. Test of significance for actions toward risk management strategies by age. 
Statements 
1a 
M 
SD 
Aoe 
F 
M 
SD 
3C 
M_ 
SD 
df 
within 
MS 
within F-ratio F-prob 
Statement 3.1e 2.89 3.42" 2.34d 2 13.457 6.592 .002 * 
1.67 1.17 1.56 120 2.041 
Statement 3.2 e 2.72 2.78 2.71 2 7.476 .030 .970 
1.98 1.21 1.70 120 2.492 
Statement 3.3 e 3.00 3.34d 2.54d 2 7.171 3.207 .044* 
1.63 1.33 1.60 117 2.236 
Statement 3.4 e 3.03 3.56 2.73 2 8.086 2.815 .064 
1.70 1.52 1.91 119 2.873 
Statement 3.5 e 2.03 2.46 2.34 2 1.773 .730 .484 
1.50 1.48 1.69 120 2.249 
Statement 3.6 e 2.82 d 2.50 1.84d 2 8.860 4.103 .019* 
1.51 1.38 1.55 119 2.159 
Statement 3.7e 3.03 3.38 2.92 2 2.665 1.255 .289 
1.67 1.16 1.65 119 2.124 
Statement 3.8 e 3.24 3.49 3.00 2 2.695 1.319 .271 
1.43 1.18 1.73 118 2.043 
Statement 3.9 e 3.06 3.41 3.39 2 1.281 .462 .631 
1.90 1.47 1.73 119 2.776 
Statement 3.10 e 2.44 2.11 2.02 2 1.607 .766 .467 
1.61 1.32 1.47 118 2.097 
Statement 3.11 e 3.06 3.12 2.34 2 7.689 3.133 .047* 
1.64 1.29 1.84 120 2.454 
* significant at p < .05 
*<30 
b 31 to 50 
c > 50 
d Means are significantly different 
e Statements were: 
Statement 3.1 — I forward price agricultural inputs for contract with other producers for input 
Statement 3.2 — I have enough cash on hand or assets that can be easily converted to cash to pay all my bills. 
Statement 3.3 — The crops and/or livestock I produce are concentrated in one or two enterprises. 
Statement 3.4 — I keep a line of credit open at my primary agricultural lender. 
Statement 3.5 — I hire custom work to be done. 
Statement 3.6 — I hedge by using futures and/or options in marketing my crops and livestock. 
Statement 3.7 — I spread the sale of my commodities over the year. 
Statement 3.8 — I rely heavily on market information in making marketing decisions. 
Statement 3.9 — I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 
Statement 3.10 — 1 never postpone needed purchases of farm machinery and other capital items. 
Statement 3.11—1 forward contract commodities that I produce. 
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of the six major sources of risk related to risk management education. The four learning 
modes based upon Kolb (1984) are: 1) abstract conceptualization (AC) where individuals 
prefer to learn by thinking and analyzing; 2) active experimentation (AE) where learning by 
doing and experimenting are preferred; 3) concrete experience (CE) where learning occurs 
from feelings, hunches, or intuition; and 4) reflective observation (RO) which is learning by 
observing and watching others. 
In Kolb's experiential learning model he explains learning as a series of interactions 
among the four learning modes (concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract 
conceptualization, and active experimentation). The four quadrants of the model visualize 
the process whereby knowledge is transformed through experiences. Kolb explains that 
knowledge is from the "combination of grasping experience and transforming it" (p. 41). 
Knowledge is either transformed through intention or extension and then grasped either by 
comprehension or apprehension. For concrete experience, the new knowledge is 
introduced through new experiences. For reflective observation, the knowledge is gained 
through watching/listening. For abstract conceptualization, the learner creates concepts and 
then forms them into generalizations. These concepts and generalizations are then used to 
make decisions, solve problems, and application in the active experimentation mode 
(Àndreasen, 1998). 
As shown in table 19, abstract conceptualization (AC) was the most preferred 
learning mode for all six sources of risk followed by active experimentation (AE). More than 
60% of all farmers preferred either of these leaning modes and most were preferred for all 
sources of risk. 
Specifically, for crop production risk, over 70% of the farmers preferred AC or AE. 
However, two exceptions were noted in that for institutional risk and financial risk , reflective 
observation (RO) was the second most preferred rather than AE. 
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Table 19. Subsample and percentage of most preferred and least preferred learning 
modes. 
Most Preferred Leamina Mode Least Preferred Leamina Mode 
Risk Mode n % Mode n % 
Crop Prod. AC3 37 37 AC 8 11 
AEb 34 34 AE 10 13 
CEC 7 7 CE 35 47 
ROd 22 22 RO 22 29 
Livestock Prod. AC 37 42 AC 4 4 
AE 23 26 AE 10 16 
CE 10 11 CE 32 49 
RO 19 21 RO 20 31 
Market/Price AC 34 34 AC 8 11 
AE 29 29 AE 13 18 
CE 16 16 CE 32 44 
RO 21 21 RO 20 27 
Institutional AC 33 38 AC 6 10 
AE 19 22 AE 13 21 
CE 12 14 CE 28 45 
RO 23 26 RO 15 24 
Human/Personal AC 42 44 AC 6 9 
AE 19 20 AE 13 19 
CE 18 19 CE 27 39 
RO 16 17 RO 23 33 
Financial AC 47 49 AC 8 11 
AE 17 17 AE 12 16 
CE 11 11 CE 31 43 
RO 22 23 RO 22 30 
AC3 (abstract conceptualization): learning by thinking and analyzing; thinking logically. 
AEb (active experimentation): learning by doing and experimenting on my own. 
CEC (concrete experience): learning from my feelings/hunches/intuition; learning by specific 
experiences. 
ROd (reflective observation): learning by observing and watching others; learning by 
listening. 
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The least preferred learning mode was concrete experience for all six sources of risk. It 
was followed by reflective observation (RO). One-third of the producers considered 
concrete experience as their least preferred learning mode. 
Kolb (1984) proposes that during the integration stage of learning, persons tend to rely 
on more than one learning mode. Table 19 describes the two most preferred and two least 
preferred learning modes for the six sources of risk. The data are shown summarized for 
each source of risk. 
Most Least 
preferred mode preferred Mode 
Crop production risk AC & AE CE & RO 
Livestock production risk AC & AE CE & RO 
Market/price risk AC & AE CE & RO 
Institutional risk AC & RO CE & RO 
Human/personal risk AC & AE CE & RO 
Financial risk AC & RO CE & RO 
This data clearly indicates that AC and AE are the preferred learning modes for all 
sources of risk except for institutional and financial risks. For crop production, livestock 
production, market/price, and human/personal risks, the respondents favored AC and AE as 
the most preferred learning modes with the percentages being 71%, 68%, 63%, and 64% 
respectively. 
Conversely, the data in table 19 clearly indicates that CE and RO are the least preferred 
learning modes for all sources of risk. Eighty percent of the respondents indicated that CE 
and RO was their least preferred learning mode combination for livestock production risk. 
Grouped together were crop production (73%), financial (73%), human/personal (72%), and 
market/price (71%). Therefore, the data from table 19 clearly indicates that the majority of 
producers prefer to leam about risk by thinking and analyzing or experiential learning and 
strongly prefer not to leam about risk from their own feelings or hunches and observing and 
watching others. 
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Delivery Methods for each Risk Category 
Educational providers of risk management education utilize a wide variety of delivery 
methods and instructional technologies to provide education in risk management. Eight 
general classifications representing these methods were identified by the researchers with 
assistance from a panel of experts. Part IV of the survey asked producers to indicate their 
most preferred and least preferred delivery method for education about each source of risk. 
Table 20 shows the results. 
Very few differences were noted regarding the most preferred delivery method for all 
sources of risk. Non-formal classes were rated the highest for all sources except for 
human/personal and financial risk. In those cases, popular press print media rated the 
highest. Popular press print media rated second for the other four sources of risk. 
The respondents were somewhat more varied in their responses to their least preferred 
delivery methods. Computer assisted instruction was least preferred for crop production, 
livestock production, human/personal, and financial risks. Audio media was least preferred 
for market/price risk and formal classes were least preferred for institutional risk. 
The data in Table 20 were combined to determine the three most preferred and the 
three least preferred delivery methods for each source of risk. 
combinations are listed below. 
Three most 
preferred deliveries 
Crop production risk NFC, PPPM, EPM 
Livestock production risk NFC, PPPM, EPM 
Market/price risk NFC, PPPM, CAI 
Institutional risk NFC, EPM, PPPM 
Human/personal risk NFC, PPPM, EPM 
Financial risk PPPM, NFC, EPM 
The data indicates that non-formal classes, popular press print media, and education 
print media were the three most preferred delivery methods for all sources of risk except for 
The results of the 
Three least 
preferred deliveries 
CAI, AM.FC 
CAI, AM,FC 
AM, CAI, ICN 
FC, ICN, CAI 
CAI, AM, FC 
CAI, ICN, AM 
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Table 20. Most and least preferred delivery methods for risk management education. 
Most Preferred Delivery Least Preferred Delivery 
Risk Mode n % Mode n % 
Crop Prod. 
Livestock Prod. 
Market/Price 
Institutional 
EPMa 13 16 EPM 4 5 
PPPMb 25 31 PPPM 4 5 
VMC 3 4 VM 6 8 
AMd 0 0 AM 17 22 
NFC® 30 36 NFC 3 4 
FCf 3 4 FC 15 20 
CAI9 6 7 CAI 18 24 
ICNh 2 2 ICN 9 12 
EPM 12 16 EPM 2 3 
PPPM 21 28 PPPM 5 7 
VM 2 3 VM 8 12 
AM 0 0 AM 14 20 
NFC 27 37 NFC 2 3 
FC 2 3 FC 13 19 
CAI 9 12 CAI 15 22 
ICN 1 1 ICN 10 14 
EPM 7 9 EPM 4 5 
PPPM 22 27 PPPM 7 9 
VM 5 6 VM 6 8 
AM 0 0 AM 18 24 
NFC 29 35 NFC 1 1 
FC 5 6 FC 9 12 
CAI 12 15 CAI 15 20 
ICN 2 2 ICN 15 20 
EPM 18 24 EPM 4 6 
PPPM 16 21 PPPM 6 9 
VM 3 4 VM 9 13 
AM 2 3 AM 10 14 
NFC 24 32 NFC 2 3 
FC 4 5 FC 13 19 
CAI 6 8 CAI 12 17 
ICN 2 3 ICN 13 19 
EPM 15 19 EPM 2 3 
PPPM 24 30 PPPM 7 10 
VM 7 9 VM 5 7 
AM 3 4 AM 15 21 
NFC 21 26 NFC 3 4 
FC 4 5 FC 12 16 
CAI 4 5 CAI 17 23 
ICN 2 2 ICN 12 16 
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Table 20. (continued) 
Most Preferred Delivery Least Preferred Delivery 
Risk Mode n % Mode n % 
Financial EPM 14 
PPPM 23 
VM 3 
AM 0 
NFC 22 
FC 10 
CAI 6 
ICN 1 
18 EPM 3 3 
29 PPPM 5 7 
4 VM 9 12 
0 AM 13 18 
28 NFC 2 3 
13 FC 11 15 
8 CAI 16 22 
1 ICN 15 20 
EPMa = educational print media: extension bulletins, fact sheets, study packets, and 
university/college newsletters. 
PPPMb = popular press print media: farm magazines, trade/industry publications, and 
newspapers. 
VMC = video media: video tapes, television programs, slide presentations, and satellite 
dish/direct TV. 
AMd = audio media: cassette tapes and radio programs. 
NFCe = non-formal classes/meetings: extension meetings, trade seminars, and adult field 
days. 
FCf = formal classes: university credit courses and community college credit 
courses/seminars. 
CAI9 = computer assisted instruction: Internet, world-web, CD ROM, and Information 
Services (Farm Dayta). 
ICNh = (Iowa Communications Network): distance education. 
market/price risk. In that case, computer-assisted instruction was preferred over educational 
print media. Interestingly, 83% of the producers preferred non-formal classes, popular press 
print media, or educational print media for crop production risk as their preferred delivery 
method as compared to 81% of the producers for livestock production risks. For institutional 
and human/personal risks, 77% and 75% of the producers preferred these three delivery 
methods respectively. 
The respondents were more varied in their responses for the three least preferred 
delivery methods. For most sources of risk, computer-assisted instruction, audio media, and 
formal classes were the three least preferred methods. Exceptions were noted for 
market/price, institutional, and financial risks where Iowa Communications Network was the 
least preferred rather than formal classes or audio media. 
In summary, non-formal classes, popular press print media and educational print media 
were generally the most preferred delivery methods. Audio media, formal classes, computer 
assisted instruction, and distance education were generally the least preferred delivery 
methods. 
Risk Management Profile of Producers within the State of Iowa 
The Risk Management Profile (1998) was designed by William Edwards in the 
Department of Economics at Iowa State University. The Risk Management Profile was 
designed to assist producers in understanding their own level of risk and use of risk 
management tools. It is incorporated into the Iowa State Extension program in risk 
management. 
The questions are designed to cover all sources of risk. Respondents pick a response 
to several questions that reflect upon the interaction of risk and the management process of 
the business. The choices are assigned a risk score and are summed to give the individual 
producer a total risk score. This score can then be interpreted to indicate how much risk the 
business is taking. It also allows the producers to identify strategies to lower the overall risk 
score and lower the level of risk inherent to that farm-business. 
The risk profile was added up to equal a total risk score then the score was converted to 
bracketed categories. The categories for the total risk management scores are: 0 to 20 — 
"very low risk"; 21 to 32 - "low risk"; 33 to 42 - "moderate risk"; and 43 to 52 - "high risk". 
The Risk Management Profile was part V of the survey. Figure 2 shows the distribution of 
the respondents. 
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The mean score of the respondents was 36.1 with a standard deviation of 4.83. 
Seventy-two of the respondents fell into the category "moderate risk." Eighteen percent of 
the respondents scored in the "low risk" category, while only one percent were classified as 
"very low." Nine percent were classified in the "high risk" category. 
100 
CT> 
ro 
c 80 Œ) 
2 60 0) 
Q_ 
40 CD 
-Q 
E 20 3 
0 
| • Number 
I • Percentage 
0-20 21-32 33-42 
Profile Scores 
43-52 
Figure 2. Distribution of risk management profile scores. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the findings of the study related to objectives 3 and 4. Farmer's 
perceptions and attitudes toward risk and the importance of the sources of risk were 
identified. Producers preferred learning modes were identified along with their preferred 
delivery methods. Lastly, selected demographic characteristics were identified and 
compared with risk categories, perception of risk and tools. 
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CHAPTER V. PROPOSED RISK MANAGEMENT EDUCATIONAL MODEL 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to propose an educational model for agricultural 
educators to use when planning, implementing, and evaluating risk management 
educational programs. The model is based upon the findings and conclusions from this 
study. 
Purpose/Objectives 
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the preferences of producers 
regarding the content and delivery of risk management education using Kolb's learning 
modes as a set of descriptors . A secondary purpose was to analyze producers' attitudes 
and perceptions toward risk and risk management education and develop an educational 
model based these preferences and perceptions. 
The specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine producers' perceptions and attitudes toward risk and its 
importance in different risk management strategies. 
2. To identify producers' preferred learning modes for different sources of risk 
and risk management strategies to minimize those risks. 
3. To analyze their attitudes and perceptions regarding risk and risk 
management by selected demographic characteristics of the producer. 
4. To develop an educational model for the planning and delivery of risk 
management education to Iowa farmers. 
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Proposed Educational Model 
The literature review for this study revealed no contemporary risk management 
educational models for agricultural educators to follow when planning risk management 
programs. Additionally, limited research has been conducted on the teaching/learning 
strategies and delivery of risk management education. This study proposes a model to 
contribute to the knowledge base of risk management education. The model was developed 
with four goals in mind: (1) a simple model for ease of use, (2) adaptable to a variety of 
instructional settings, (3) ability to update the content as needed, and (4) evaluation 
integration to help identify problems and recommend changes. 
This model is predicated on continual and beneficial dialogue among researchers, 
specialists in the field, risk management educators, lenders, farm families, input suppliers, 
commodity producers, and producers so that effective programming and delivery can take 
place. The model is a structured and combined effort amount the groups or persons 
responsible for preparing and delivering risk management programs. The model is shown in 
Figure 3. 
The skeletal portion of the model is derived from Stufflebeam's CIPP model (1983). 
The CIPP model was selected to incorporate all aspects (content, input, process, product, 
evaluation) when planning and delivering education. Knowles (1980), furthermore, supports 
this concept through proposal of collaborative teaching models that involve the learners as 
partners in planning the program. This model does that and provides opportunities for 
learners to incorporate real life situations in the teaching/learning process. 
The first step is a combined effort through the planning mode to accurately assess 
the needs of the producers). The producer is the central figure in the model and a needs 
assessment with input from producers as well as others associated with the producer can 
start to construct a quality instructional program. This combined effort integrates individuals 
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with diverse backgrounds into the planning phase so that quality ideas, feedback, and 
procedures may be generated. The planning process is completed with the program 
purposes and objectives being identified. 
After the purpose and objectives have been established, the specific program 
content and subject matter is identified. Examples of objectives might include such items as 
identification of important risks to producers, strategies to reduce those risks, and ways and 
means to evaluate those strategies. Step 3 of the model develops unique, creative, cutting-
edge, and active/passive learning instructional methodologies. Important to this step is the 
differentiation between active and passive learning and identification of activities to 
accommodate each. Examples, might be computer applications, spreadsheets, "train the 
trainer," and focused publications that deal with real life problems related to risk 
management. Examples of delivery methods might include small group activities and 
computerized instruction/illustrations. 
The last step involves measuring the outcomes of the program and its impact upon 
the learners followed by an evaluation tool to measure the overall effect of the educational 
process on the learners. Results from the evaluation are then transferred to the beginning 
phase so that educators, researchers, and producers can identify strengths and 
weaknesses of present programs to plan future programs. 
In summary, this model encompasses Knowles (1980) four characteristics of adult 
learners. By having the producer(s) be part of the planning process, the educational 
experience will be self-directed, have a rich experience base, address real-life problems, 
and learning will take place. 
62 
THE PRODUCER 
Needs Identification 
Specialists, 
Family-
Input 
suppliers. 
Bankers 
M—• Producer 
Program 
Purpose and 
Objectives 
Risk 
—•* Management 
Educators, 
Colleges, 
Universities 
Active 
Learning Learning 
1. Computer-assisted 
instruction 
2. Non-formal classes 
1. Popular press print 
media 
2. Educational print media 
Program 
Content/ 
Subject Matter 
Agricultural Educators 
1. Extension 
2. Community Colleges 
3. Agribusiness 
4. Others 
Risk 
Management 
1. Crop Prod. 
2. Livestock 
Prod. 
3. Financial 
4. Market 
5. Institutional 
6. Personal 
Methodologies (tools) 
1. Demonstrations 
2. Activities 
3. Computers 
IMPLEMENTATION 
Outcomes 
P 
R 
0 
G 
R 
A 
M 
/ 
N 
P 
U 
T 
A 
N 
D 
E 
V 
A 
L 
U 
A 
T 
1 
O 
N 
Content 
Input 
Process 
Product 
Evaluation 
Figure 3. Proposed Educational Model for the Delivery of Risk Management Education. 
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CHAPTER VI. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
This chapter will provide a summary of the study, and offer conclusions and 
recommendations based upon the findings. The chapter will include sections on: (a) 
conclusions, (b) implications, and (c) recommendations. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are based on the results of this study: 
1. The producers involved in this study generally agreed that all sources of risk were 
somewhat important to very important The two sources of risk of most 
importance were market/price risk and institutional risk. Narrow operating 
margins, market access, and volatile commodity prices had the greatest 
influence on market/price risk. Changes in government regulations/policies and 
changes in government farm programs were the most important for institutional 
risk. Therefore, it can be concluded that when planning educational programs 
that all six sources of risk can be emphasized; however, great emphasis should 
be given to market/price risk and institutional risk and the strategies to mitigate 
those risks. 
2. Very few statistically significant differences were found when comparing the 
responses of the importance of the six sources of risk by education, years of 
experience, gross income from farming, and age of the respondents. Only one 
significant difference was found for crop production by age of the respondent. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that these selected demographic characteristics 
did not influence the level of importance for the six sources of risk. 
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3. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on eleven 
statements regarding risk management The farmers strongly agreed that having 
adequate health insurance is of up-most importance to them. At the same time, 
they indicated fairly strong agreement on maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio, 
having adequate liability insurance, and purchasing crop insurance. These three 
risk management strategies are indicative of the producers' attitude toward crop 
production and financial risk. For educational providers, educational activities 
that focus on these three specific risk management strategies should be a 
priority. 
4. It is interesting to note that the farmers rated market/price risk as being the most 
important source of risk but only slightly agreed that hedging, options, and/or 
forward contracting were important as tools to reduce price risk. This dichotomy 
illustrates the need for more educational programming on the importance of 
these strategies to reduce market/price risk and the proper use of these risk 
management strategies. 
5. Several significant differences were found in the level of agreement by the 
producers regarding financial risk management when producers were 
categorized by their gross income from farming. Respondents with higher gross 
incomes from farming placed more emphasis on the importance of maintaining a 
low debt-to-asset ratio as compared to the respondents with lower gross incomes 
from farming. Therefore, it would appear that as farms increase in size (as 
measured by gross income), producers consider financial risk more important 
and the need for risk management strategies to deal with financial risk. Also, the 
farmers with higher gross incomes indicated a stronger need for a back-up 
management/labor plan in the event of emergencies than those with the lowest 
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gross incomes from farming. Again, as farm size increases (as measured in 
gross income), the need for backup management/labor plans increases to reduce 
the impact of human/personal risk. 
6. The producers were asked to rate their actions toward eleven specific risk 
management strategies. Four statements rated fairly high in terms of frequency 
of use. To reduce market/price risk, the farmers rely heavily on market 
information and spreading of sales throughout the year. However, their 
frequency of use of forward contracting, hedging, and options as traditional risk 
management strategies rated fairly low among the 11 action statements. They 
rated these only as "currently use" rather than "use frequently1' or "use always". 
7. The respondents also reported that they "use frequently" hail/fire insurance for 
crops and keeping a credit line open with their primary agricultural lender as 
strategies to reduce crop production and financial risk. 
8. Several statistical differences were found in the producers' actions toward risk 
management when categorized by gross income from farming. The farmers with 
the lowest gross incomes relied the least on market information when making 
marketing decisions. They also used the spreading of sales throughout the year 
the least of all groups. These differences reflect the relative unimportance of 
these two risk management strategies within price/market risk and financial risk. 
Thus, for educational providers, less emphasis should be given to these 
strategies when planning programs for farmers that have lower gross incomes 
form farming. 
9. The farmers were asked to indicate their most preferred and least preferred 
learning mode for each of the six sources of risk in farming based upon Kolb's 
learning modes. Abstract conceptualization was the most preferred learning 
66 
mode for all six sources of risk followed by active experimentation, except for 
financial risk where reflective observation was preferred over active 
experimentation. Over 60% of the respondents preferred either of these modes 
as the most preferred for all sources of risk. Since abstract conceptualization 
was most preferred, it is concluded that farmers, regardless of the source of risk, 
prefer to learn about risk by thinking and analyzing and using logic to solve 
problems related to risk and risk management. Additionally, since active 
experimentation was the second-most preferred learning mode, this would 
suggest that farmers like to complement their thinking/analyzing/logic with 
learning by experience and experimenting on their own. 
10. Concrete experience was the least preferred mode for all sources of risk followed 
by reflective observation. This would indicate a strong preference by 
respondents to not leam about risk by using their feelings/hunches/intuition or by 
observing and watching others. 
11. Very few differences were noted regarding the most preferred delivery method 
for all six sources of risk. Non-formal classes rated the highest for all sources of 
risk except for human/personal risk. Popular press print media rated second for 
five of the six sources of risk. Thus, it can be concluded that farmers generally 
prefer non-formal classes and/or popular press print media for learning about 
risk. Examples would include extension meetings and conferences, 
agribusiness-sponsored seminars, trade seminars and workshops, field day 
seminars, and like kinds of activities. Since popular press print media was also 
highly rated, it can be concluded that news releases, farm magazines, 
newspapers, trade publications, and other popular print media should be used 
when disseminating information about risk and risk management 
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12. The respondents were more varied in their responses regarding their least 
preferred delivery method. Computer-assisted instruction, distance education, 
and formal classes (credit courses) were the least preferred. 
13. Combining the most preferred learning mode with the most preferred delivery 
method would indicate that these farmers showed a preference for non-formal 
classes that emphasize problem-solving and critical thinking/analysis when 
learning about risk and risk management. In turn, they prefer to combine these 
with their own experiential learning and experimentation. Thus, it can be 
concluded that when planning educational activities related to risk and risk 
management, agricultural educators should consider these learning 
mode/delivery method combinations. 
14. This study supports Kolb's concept that persons in the specialization or 
integration stages of learning tend to prefer two or more learning modes. The 
fact that more than 60% of all the farmers preferred either abstract 
conceptualization or active experimentation for learning about all sources of risk 
supports Kolb's theory. 
15. The findings of this study support Coble et al. (2000) in that larger farmers' 
educational needs toward risk management are different than small to medium 
sized farms. This study further supports that printed publications tend to work 
better as sources of information than do other delivery methods. Also, it supports 
the conclusion that price and market risk is most important to producers when 
dealing with risk management. 
16. The findings of this study support the Texas and Kansas Risk Management 
Teams study in that it concluded that price and market risk are of highest priority 
to producers. Also, this study concluded that debt management was the most 
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important risk management strategy. In the Texas and Kansas study, printed 
publications and meetings/clubs were designated as the top two media choices 
for risk management education; furthermore, audio media was rated last in the 
Texas/Kansas study. These conclusions were somewhat consistent with the 
findings of this study. 
Implications 
The following are implications based on the results of this study: 
1. This study is important to the agricultural education profession because it 
integrates the preferred learning mode(s) of the respondents to the sources of 
risk. 
2. This study is important because the model helps fill the gap among producers, 
educators, and researchers. 
3. This model will be useful to the agricultural education profession because it 
utilizes input regarding program content and delivery and incorporates the needs 
of producers into program planning. 
4. The model allows for the incorporation of a variety of instructional techniques to 
help producers identify appropriate risk management strategies. It allows for the 
incorporation of innovative instructional techniques as well as more traditional 
instructional delivery. Furthermore, instructional delivery can be modified to fit 
different groups based upon their identified needs and demographic 
characteristics. 
69 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the results of this study: 
1. When planning risk management educational curriculum, agricultural educators 
should design teaching/learning activities as part of the instruction. Coupling 
these learning activities with learning by experience and self-experimentation 
would be highly effective in terms of learning mode preferences for this farmer 
population. 
2. When planning risk management programs, non-formal classes should be 
utilized. Examples might be extension meetings and conferences, agri-business 
sponsored meetings, trade seminars, workshops at field days, etc. Since popular 
press print media was also highly rated, then educators should consider news 
releases, farm magazines, newspapers, and trade publications when providing 
education on risk management 
3. As stated by the Texas and Kansas Risk Management Team, the challenge for 
educators today is to implement innovative risk management educational 
programs that will help producers manage risk through improved assessment of 
the sources of risk and the effective application of the management tools 
available to them. It is recommended that agricultural educators leam more 
about the teaching/learning concepts of risky decision-making for producers. 
The need has never been greater than it is today. 
4. Educational programs addressing crop production risk should be delivered to 
individuals that have attained more then a high school diploma. 
5. New technologies that many colleges and universities have been advocating are 
rated lowest in this study (i.e. ICN, computer assisted instruction, etc). Further 
studies are needed to overcome this technology barrier. Additional research 
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needs to be designed to identify what these barriers are and how, as educators, 
we can help reduce or eliminate them. 
6. There needs to be different risk management educational programs based upon 
size of farming operations. Larger farmers have indicated that their needs and 
wants are different from that of smaller farmers. Educational programs should be 
implemented to help address the needs of different sized producers. This 
challenges the profession to be creative and innovative when implementing 
educational programs. 
7. When developing educational programs for the six sources of risk educators 
should use methods that involve a combination of printed publications and formal 
classes with activities that support the abstract conceptualization and active 
experimentation learning modes. 
Need for Further Study 
The following section includes recommended needs for further study. 
1. This study should be replicated to more fully discern effective teaching/learning 
and delivery models for this important topic for farmers. 
2. The curriculum model designed for this study should be refined and tested. 
3. A study measuring the impact of educational programs designed around these 
results should be administered. 
4. Further study should be conducted to address the question of why market/price 
risk rated high in three studies but market tools to reduce market/price risk are 
rated at the lower end of the scale in terms of use by farmers. 
5. Further study needs to be established to help identify barriers in using 
market/price risk tools. These barriers need to be identified so the educational 
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programming can be designed to address those barriers and assist producers in 
developing marketing tools for their operations. 
In conclusion, many agricultural educators have advocated the importance and need 
for quality risk management education for farmers. This study has added to the body of 
knowledge regarding the most effective teaching/learning activities and delivery of 
educational based programs based upon established and well-recognized learning theories. 
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APPENDIX A. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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Last name of Principal Investigator Mickeisen 
Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. E) Leaer or written statement to subjects indicating dearly: 
a) the purpose of the research 
b) the use of anv identifier codes (names. #"s). how tfaev will be used, and when thev will be removed (see item 
17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research 
d) if applicable, the location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) that participation is voluntary; nonparticiparion will" not afreet evaluations of the subject 
13. D Signed consent form (if applicable) 
1-. D Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable.! 
i 
lo. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First contact 
November 16. 2000 
Mo nth/DavA" ear 
Last contact 
Januarv 15. 2001 
Ma nth/Dav/Year 
l~. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and'or audio or 
visual taoes will be erased: 
M o n th/D a vlr'ear 
IS Signature of Departmental executive Dare 
Officer ^ 
y ° / / 
19 Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project approved O Project not approved 
Department or Administrative unit 
Asncuitural education and Studies 
D No action reouirec 
Name of Human Subjects in Research Committee Chair 
Patricia M. Keith 
Date Signature of Committee Chair 
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APPENDIX B. COVER LETTER 
AND DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
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November 25, 2000 
Dear Agricultural Producer 
We would all probably agree that farming is a "risky" occupation. There are many risk management 
"tools and strategies" available to minimize risk. Yet, very little is known about risk management 
education. We are interested in your ideas about of risk management education. As an 
agricultural producer in Iowa, you possess the qualities and attributes that will help us plan and 
implement informal and formal educational programs that will benefit producers and help them keep 
up-to-date on risk management strategies related to farming. 
Your response will remain completely confidential and will be used only for statistical purposes. 
Your participation is completely voluntary. All data instruments will be destroyed upon completion 
of this study. 
The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Please return the survey by folding 
and stapling the instrument by December 15, 2000 (postage is prepaid). If you have any questions 
regarding the survey, please feel free to contact either of us at the numbers provided below. 
We greatly appreciate your assistance and cooperation in completing the survey form. If you would 
like a copy of the results, please indicate your preference at the end of the questionnaire. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Larry D. Trede 
Associate Professor 
(515) 294 - 4076 
Scott R. Mickelsen 
Teaching/Research Assistant 
(515) 294-0047 
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Part I. Importance of Risk to Producers. 
There are many types of risk and "risky events" related to production agriculture. Please rate the importance of 
the "risky events" in farming using the scale indicated below. 
0 = no opinion (n.o.) 1 = extremely unimportant (e.u.) 2 = very unimportant (v.u.) 
3 = somewhat important (s.i.) 4 = very important (v.i.) 5 = extremely important (e.i.) 
Degree of Importance 
Croo Production Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i 
Weather, wind, hail, etc. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Adoption of new technology/methods. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Use of new crop varieties. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Disease, insects, weeds. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Consolidation of input suppliers. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Market/Price Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i. 
Fluctuating cost of inputs. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Narrow operating margins. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Volatility in commodity prices. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Global economic conditions. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Trade agreements (NAFTA, etc.). 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Accessibility to markets to sell products. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Livestock Production Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i. 
Adoption of new technology/methods. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Obsolescence of facilities. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Regulations on production practices. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Disease. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Initial investment cost of facilities. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Adequate market outlets for livestock. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Institutional Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i. 
Changes in government farm programs. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Changes in government policy/regulations. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Export trade barriers (tariffs, etc.). 0 1 2 3 4 5 
State/federal environmental regulation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Foreign restrictions on products (GMO, etc.). 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Human/Personal Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i. 
Death of owner/operator. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Divorce of owner/operator. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Injury to owner/operator. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Lawsuits. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Injury to hired help. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Financial Risk n.o. e.u. v.u. s.i. v.i. e.i. 
Volatility in interest rates. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Lenders' knowledge of agriculture. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Recovery time from depressed ag. economy. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Adequate number of capital lending institutions. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Business cycles in agriculture. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Adequate supply of capital. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part IL Perceptions Toward Risk Management and Risk Management Tools and Strategies. 
The following questions concern your attitudes toward risk management tools. Please circle the number that most 
closely represents your degree of agreement with each statement. Use the following scale. 
0 = does not apply (n.a.) 1 = strongly disagree (s.d.) 2 = disagree (d.) 
3 = neither agree or disagree (n.o.) 4 = agree (a.) 5 = strongly agree (s.a.) 
n.a. s.d. d. n.o. a. s.a. 
1. Purchasing crop insurance is important to me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Early adoption of new technology("being first in 
my area") is important to me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Having adequate life insurance is important to me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Off-farm income is important for the financial 
survival of my family. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
5. My farming operation has adequate liability 
insurance. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Hedging, options, and/or forward contracts are 
Important to me to reduce price risk. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Off-farm investments are important sources 
of income for my family and me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Having adequate health insurance is important to me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Maintaining a low debt-to-asset ratio is 
important to me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
10. In case of emergency, I have sufficient back-up 
management/labor to carry on my operation. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
11. I consider myself to be a low-cost producer. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
Part III. Action Toward Risk Management Strategies. 
The following statements reflect your actions toward risk management strategies. There are a number of tools 
that producers use to help reduce risk in their farming operations. Which ones have you used or do you plan to 
use to reduce risk on your farm? Please use the following scale. 
0 = no opinion (n.o.) 
3 = currently using (e.u.) 
1 = have not and dont plan to use (n.u.) 
4 = use frequently (u.f.) 
n.o. 
1. I forward price agricultural inputs or 
contract with other producers for inputs. 
2. I have enough cash on hand or assets 
that can be easily converted to cash to pay all 
my bills. 
3. The crops and/or livestock I produce are 
concentrated in one or two enterprises. 
4. I keep a line of credit open at my 
primary agricultural lender. 
5. I hire custom work to be done. 
6. I hedge by using futures and/or options 
in marketing my crops and livestock. 
7. I spread the sale of my commodities 
over the year. 
8. I rely heavily on market information (e.g. 
government reports, private market news 
services) in making marketing decisions. 
9. I have adequate hail/fire insurance for crops. 
10. I never postpone needed purchases of farm 
machinery and other capital items. 
11. I forward contract commodities (grain, livestock, etc.) 
t hat I produce. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n.u. p.u. 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 = plan on using (p.u.) 
5 = use always (u.a.) 
e.u. u.f. u.a. 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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Part IV. Delivery Methods for Risk Management Education. 
Learning about risk management strategies can occur in a variety of ways. We are interested in how you would like to 
learn about risk management strategies for the common types of risks found in fanning. Indicate your most preferred 
method and least preferred method of learning about risk management strategies for the various types of risks found in 
farming. Circle your response. The definitions of the learning modes are as follows: 
AC (active conceptualization): learning by thinking and analyzing; thinking logically. 
AE (active experimentation): learning by doing and experimenting on my own. 
CE (concrete experience): learning from my feelings/hunches/intuition; learning by specific experiences. 
RO (reflective observation): learning by observing and watching others; learning by listening. 
Educational providers use a variety of media and instructional technologies to provide education in risk 
management. Please specify which method you most prefer and least prefer for each risk management 
strategy by filling in the appropriate blank from the list below. 
1 = educational print media: extension bulletins, fact sheets, study packets, and university/college newsletters. 
2 = popular press print media: farm magazines, trade/industry publications, and newspapers. 
3 = video media: video tapes, television programs, slide presentations, and satellite dish/direct TV. 
4 = audio media: cassette tapes and radio programs. 
5 = nonformal classes/meetings: extension meetings, trade seminars, and adult field days. 
6 = formal classes: university credit courses and community college credit courses/seminars. 
7 = computer assisted instruction: Internet, world-web, CD ROM, and Information Services (Farm Dayta). 
8 = ICN (Iowa Communications Network): distance education. 
Example: 
Crop Production Risk 
Most Least 
Preferred Preferred 
Most Preferred Mode Least Preferred Mode Delivery Delivery 
AC (AE) CE RO AC AE CE (RO 
Most Least 
Preferred Preferred 
Most Preferred Mode Least Preferred Mode Delivery Delivery 
Risk Management Strategies related to: 
Crop Production Risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
Livestock Production Risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
Market and Price risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
Institutional Risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
Human/Personal Risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
Financial Risk AC AE CE RO AC AE CE RO 
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Part V. Risk Management Profile. 
This section is designed to assess your risk management profile. Please circle the most appropriate answer for 
your operation, to each of the following questions. 
1. What percent of your gross taxable income last year came from farming? 
1)0-5% 2) 6 - 25% 3) 26 - 50% 4) 51 - 75% 5) 76 - 100% 
2. What percent of your gross farm sales comes from (circle all that apply) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Com and Soybeans 0 -5% 6 - 25% 26 - 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
Other Crops 0 -5% 6 - 25% 26 - 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
Swine 0 -5% 6 - 25% 26 - 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
Beef Cattle 0 -5% 6 -25% 26 - 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
Dairy/Milk 0 -5% 6 -25% 26 - 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
Other Sources 0 -5% 6 - 25% 26- 50% 51 - 75% 76-100% 
3. How much total liability insurance do you carry? 
1) None 2) Dont know 3) Under $1 million 
million 
4) $1 - 3 million 5) Over $3 
4. What type of crop insurance do you carry? 
1) None 2) 50% MPCI 3) 55 - 65% MPCI 4) 70 - 75% MPCI 5) Crop revenue ins. 
5. Do you carry hail insurance on any of your crops? 
1) No 2) Yes 
6. What percent of crop sales do you price before harvest? 
1) None 2) 1 - 25% 3) 26 - 50% 4) 51 - 75% 5) Over 75% 
7. Do you use the futures market to price any of your crops and livestock? 
1) Never 2) Hedge 3) Hedge 4) Speculate 5) Speculate 
occasionally regularly occasionally regularly 
8. Have you ever been treated for the following medical conditions? 
1) Depression 2) Stress 3) Mild heart condition 4) severe heart condition 5) Stroke 
that required by-pass 
9. How many people could take over management of your farm for 6 months if you were suddenly disabled? 
1) No one 2) One person 3) More than one person 
10. What is the ratio of total liabilities to total assets for your farm business? 
1) Debt-free 2) Under 20% 3) 20 - 50% 4) Over 50% 5) Dont know 
11. What percent of the grain and forage that you feed to livestock do you purchase from outside sources? 
1) Do not have livestock 2) None 3) Less than half 4) Over half 
12. What percent of your total cropland is leased? 
1) None 2) 1 - 25% 3) 26 - 50% 4)51 - 75% 5) Over 75% 
13. If you lease row cropland, what is the most common type of lease that you have? 
1) None 2) Fixed cash 3) Flexible cash 4) Crop share 5) Custom farm 
14. How much of your livestock production is carried out under a production contract or custom feeding arrangement 
a) No livestock 2) 1 - 25% 3) 26 - 50% 4) 51 - 75% 5) 76 - 100% 
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Part VI. Demographic Information and Farming Experience 
We would like to know about you and your farming experience. Please answer the following questions and 
statements by filling in the blanks or checking the appropriate box. This information will remain confidential. 
1. Gender • Male 
• Female 
2. Age (years) 
3. Please check the box indicating your highest level of education completed 
• High school diploma • Bachelors degree (BS, BA) 
0 One year certificate • Masters degree (MS, MBA, MA) 
• Two year certificate • Doctorate degree (PhD, ED, MO, LLA.) 
0 Associate degree 
4. Average hours per week engaged in fanning (hours/week) 
5. Average hours per week working off the farm (hours/week) 
6. Years of actual farming experience (years) 
7. Were you raised on a farm? • Yes G No 
8. Which Iowa county do you live in? 
9. Please check the box indicating your gross family income from all sources before taxes. 
• Less than $19.000 • $40,000 - $49,999 
Q $20,000 - $29,999 O $50,000 - $59,999 
0 $30,000 - $39,999 • $60,000 or more 
10. Please check the box indicating your gross income from farming. 
O Less than $100,000 u $500,000 - $699,999 
0 $100,000-$299,999 • $700,000 - $899,999 
D $300,000 - $499,999 • $900,000 or more 
11. Please check the box indicating the percentage of total assets invested in the fanning operation that are 
borrowed. 
• 0% D 40 - 59% 
• 1-19% 0 over 60% 
0 20 - 39% 
12. Please check the box that best describes the organizational structure of your farm business. 
• Partnership 0 Tenant operator 
0 Corporation • Family/non-family arrangement 
• Father/son arrangement • Owner/operator 
0 Owner/tenant 
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13. Please indicate the total number of acres applicable for the 2000 crop year. 
Crop Acres: 
Owned acres 
Rented acres 
Pasture Acres: 
Owned acres 
Rented acres 
Custom work for others acres 
Total Acres acres 
14. Please indicate the size of each of the following livestock enterprises. 
Number of hogs sold per year 
Number of fed cattle sold per year 
Number of beef cows in herd 
Number of milking dairy cows in herd 
Number of feeder pigs sold per year 
Number of poultry sold per year 
Number of lambs sold per year 
Other (please describe) 
Additional comments: 
D Please check this box and provide information below if you would like to know the results of this 
study. 
Name 
Address 
City State Zip 
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